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ABSTRACT

Since 1919, security foundations and specific architecture in East Central Europe have

followed a repetitive cycle of policy behavior on behalf of the external power placed by

circumstances into a position of preponderant influence within the region. This cycle of

policy behavior contains elements of initial success, as well as of eventual failure.

Exposing the two contradictory elements of this repetitive cycle, by disclosing a consistent

pattern contained in selected variables, and then understanding the relationship between

the current security environment in East Central Europe and traditional security conditions

is the task of this analysis. This relationship suggests that the United States and its

Western European allies should exercise caution and restraint with regard to formal

integration of East Central Europe within the common security institutions of the West.

The process of integration should be limited to informal or symbolic measures which

encourage economic and political development, but which retain East Central Europe as

a buffer between Western Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States.
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I. INTRODUCTION

"When the senior statesmen of the Allied and
Associated Powers met ... to shape the peace that
was supposed to justify all the slaughter and
misezy of the long war, it was expected that the
result of their labors would be the creation,
not just of a peace in Europe, but of something
resembling a new world order.`'

The United States and its Western European allies should

exercise caution and restraint with regard to formal

integration of East Central Europe within the common security

institutions of the West. Many analysts argue otherwise: that

the collapse of Soviet Power has provided a unique opportunity

to integrate formerly closed societies into the Western

system, to move beyond the process of containment so central

to previous security calculations, and to, in effect, roll

back Russian power and potential future influence in East

Central Europe to a degree unimagined by the most ardent Cold

Warriors. These analysts would further argue that such a

unique opportunity can be fulfilled only. through strong

integration with the common institutions of the West; that any

other course would discourage political and economic progress

in East Central Europe, promote regional instability, and pave

t c-, e gt Kerlihntn e. t, bi 1q Ie iFtP.A L.'e Oz OU L L'I IiLIn rile( - t Pa L is Pea. et
-'nfeLence Ln iL18, in Rus-,a ;an r-Ie WQ4;r. ildet.L Lt nlla alld Stdil. 1 , (New "rIL'k:

Nfew AineLic>3n LIbLa C, 1960), 116.
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the way for a return of Russian influence should Russia fail

to progress sufficiently from the bitter ashes of her past. 2

It is the project of this thesis to prove this quite

popular view in favor of formal integration wrong, and to

argue that the process of integration should be limited to

informal or symbolic measures which encourage economic and

political development, but which retain East Central Europe as

a buffer oetween Western Europe and the Commonwealth of

Independent States. Throughout this century, East Central

Europe has provided its services as such a buffer, first on

behalf of the United States and Western Europe, and then on

behalf of the Soviet Union. Despite the most optimistic

wishes, the burden of this at times difficult history is

inescapable, can be neither discarded nor ignored, and must be

factored into any future regional security calculation.

What follows is an acknowledgement of international change

tempered by an abiding belief in the power of historical

continuity. Writing on the subject of the power of history in

the face of an accelerating social dynamic, historian Arthur

M. Schlesinger, Jr., noted that:

"Fo0 example, in an article about revamping the Atlantic Alliance,
Henry Kissinger remarked that, *no issue is more urgent than to relate rthe
former Soviet satellites of Eastern Europe tW western EuLope and NATn. At
least Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary should be permitted to join the
Community rapidly. It is hardly to the credit of the West that after talking S
f'oL a generar ion about freedom for Easrtern Europe, so little is done to
vinicate :t. Moreover, if a n,,-man's-land is to be avoided in EasteLn
Eu pe, NAT,, :-ught ro,:. 1eve 110 ,loubt 'htr pr•-r[essuL-es against these '-,unr

; be t[e,.ite,:i .s -i " le r:ge t,, Weteý .-ecurity, whatever tihe t1:,tMa1
pect *],:" this i ,]er-.aK ng." Henry Ki.3.singet, *The Atlanti,:- Alliance Needs

R.en~ewa I • • : nge,] ,JCiL LA,' The ntertl,.rinl Herald Tribune, 2 Marh 19P,"
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The law of acceleration hurtles us into the inscrutable
future. But it cannot wipe the slate of the past.
History haunts even generations who refuse to learn
history. Rhythms, patterns, continuities, drift out of
time long forgotten to mold the present and to color the
shape of things to come. Science and technology
revolutionize our lives, but memory, tradition, and myth
frame our response. Expelled from individual
consciousness by the rush of change, history finds its
revenge by stamping the collective unconscious with
habits, values, expectations, dreams. The dialectic
between past and future will continue to form our lives. 3

Nowhere does the dialectic between Lhe 'slate of the past' and

the 'inscrutable future' become more clearly important than in

the fashioning of a New World Order - an idea ill-defined,

fuzzy, and poorly understood by commentators and policy makers

alike. 4

This thesis is a reconciliation of that dialectic in the

application of the New World Order to what was once considered

Eastern Europe, but which is more properly called East Central

Europe. The first question then is how such a reconciliation

can be accomplished. In his seminal work, The Rise and Fall

of the Great Powers, historian Paul Kennedy argues that the

United States is in decline as a Great Power, primarily

3Acthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Cycles of American History, (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1986), xii.

4 Perhaps a more practical expression of Schlesinger's idea is that, 'we
are used to saying that everything is moving along much faster than it used
to, in communication, in the development of science. Yet the international
system had, before the tumultuous events of the fall of 1989, been standing
remarkably still since the end of World 11, in terms of alliance structures;
in terms of boundarvies; in the absence of major wars ... our 2oDnscious
assessments of what is happening have p[obablY insuffiiently TuXtap-jced t-!is
acceleration of science and the ,ecelerar ion of interllational real ignmerEJ."
Aeorge H. Quester, *Knowing and Beli eving about Nuclear Prol I ferat ion,

Secu irity Studies , o L No. 2, WirlneL iq9l, 280.

3



because the costs of maintaining a military structure

consistent with Great Power commitments have outstripped the

benefits that those commitments bring to the American economy

as a whole. A strategic climate of rising costs is met by a

receding economic ability to pay those costs.'

The reason why Kennedy considers this negative cost to

benefit ratio as evidence of American decline is that a

similar ratio, arrived at by a similar train of circumstances,

has been central to the decline of almost every Great Power of

the preceding five-hundred years. ' In other words, the

independent variables associated with imperial overstretch

(economic costs versus economic benefits) have in almost every

case yielded a consistent outcome variable involving Great

Power status. Although other factors were also present",

Kennedy concludes that, "it is precisely because the power

position of the leading nations has closely paralleled their

relative economic position over the past five centuries that

SThe actual phrase that Kennedy uses is for the point at which costs
overtake benefits is the point of 'imperial overstretch'. Before that point,
military power advances the economic position and Great Power status of
specific states; after the .point of imperial overstretch, military power
reverses the pLocess. ;aul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers:
Economic Change and Militarv Conflict trom 1500 to 2000, (New York: Rando-,m
House, 1987), xv-xxv.

b Kennedy includes in his study the Hapsburg Empire of the 16th and 17th

:enturies, the Anglo-Dutch wars of the 18th century, the dynastic wars of the
18th century, the Napoleonic era, the .Pax Britannia and the era of 19th
:entury European imperial expansion, Imperial Russia in the 19th century, and
"-le TUnited States in rThe 20th :entu'ry.

7tt example, *gegraphy, militaLy organization, national moral, the
ai. ance 3ysjrem, ind many otrheL fators. Kennedy, The Ri.se and Fall :,f the
G3reat Powers, xxiv.
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it seems worthwhile asking what the implications of today's

economic and technological trends might be for the current

balance of power. "

Without speculating on conclusions regarding American

decline, this thesis borrows heavily from Kennedy's

methodology in the application of the New World Order to the

security problems of East Central Europe in the post-Cold War

world, albeit with a more limited scope and a different list

of comparative variables.' The central puzzle concerns the

role, prospects and future of East Central Europe within a

Western-dominated, post Cold War security arrangement -

specifically by examining the East Central European role in

past arrangements, and by applying the resulting model to

current conditions. Do current circumstances indicate a

future in continuity with the past? If so, to what degree

8Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, xxiv.

9Any model based on histoorical analogy runs certain risks. The first
involves the problem of choosing appropriate precedents, a problem compounded
by two factors: accurate discernment of a pattern within each precedent, and
precise matching of the pattern amongst the selected historical cases. The
second risk involves the problems of generalization and assumption - two
techniques necessary in the search for analogy and patteern. Although this.
thesis draws much of its inspiration f',M Paul Kennedy's Rise and Fall of the
(Aieat Powers, it oDwes morne in teL'ms of practical guidance to Richard E.
Neustadt and Ernest R. May, Thinking in Time: The Uses of History for
Decision Makers, (New York: The Free Press, 1986) which provides a complete
text of the problems involved and the techniques needed. Particularly useful
are chapter 3: *"rnreasoning from Analogies,• 34-57, chapter 5: "Dodging
Bothersome Analogies," 75-90, chapter 7: *Finding History that Fits,' 111-
134. chapter 11: "Noticing Patterns," 196-211, and chapter 14: 'Seeing Time
•- St L.,irn,• , -- ' will A-rn] Ariel DuLant 's The Story of Civilization
- I C~Sr ngl9iY Lis. ;-rL, ~.': [t~S r [., :4.1erI.A After i].en vol ume;~:' ,'ove ring r.ough '.,,

.e- h:,u,-an, L'. . .... . , -.- 3.,lth,. _:,1.:,,.bie a . final vlume, The Less,:,ins
f -istc)L'/ fleW {,Lk: ,irnrn0 ,, z. reL , I 918I , of clne-hulilired and two

p'ages.
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will current policy proscriptions conspire to remove East

Central Europe from previous security constraints?

Within a security context, East Central Europe has

survived three distinct phases since its inception (each phase

defined by the alternating hegemonic status over security

arrangements of either Russia or a particular country or group

of countries within the West).'(' The first phase began with

the birth of East Central Europe - assured by Western support

amidst imperial ruin and Bolshevik generation in 1919 - and

ended with the Soviet occupation in 1945. The second phase

began with the cementing of Soviet hegemony in the late 1940s,

and ended only with the revolutions in 1989. The third phase

began in 1989 with the reestablishment of nominally democratic

regimes - again apparently dependent on Western support - and

will undoubtedly end at some undetermined time in the future.

In each of the first two phases, almost identical

strategic assessments of threat dictated that East Central

Europe exist as a buffer on behalf of the hegemonic power,

despite the fact that the political context and political

personalities behind those assessments were markedly

different. To paraphrase Kennedy, it seems worthwhile asking

what the implications of today's threats to the West might be

ý,JThe issue of whiat ,:orist irutes hegemony is complex, and JC',P'iAL
cn i 'ions z aie by no means uni/eusal. Subsequent sect ions will give a

- leatret wotkjinq ,efinit ion.
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for the current role of East Central Europe within a Western

dictated security system. The answer (and certainly the main

argument of this thesis) might be that current threats demand

a consistent role for East Central Europe as buffer between

East and West.

What would prevent such continuity? In the first place,

perhaps nowhere was the acceleration of change more eagerly

anticipated than in the closed societies of Eastern Europe; no

region was promised more benefit from the end of the Cold War;

nowhere has policy been driven more by the ideology of

progress and hope. This promise was stated effectively by

Dwight Eisenhower:

-rhe American conscience can never know peace until these
(enslaved) people are restored again to being masters of
their own fate. Never shall we desist in our aid to every
man and woman of those shackled lands who is dedicated to
the liberation of his fellows."

This promise to East Central Europe was heady stuff indeed,

and implied - absent Soviet power - spiritual, political,

economic, and military integration with the ideals and common

institutions of the West; I, a common dream suggested a common

destiny. As noted by Secretary of State James A. Baker III,

the promise, that "we (the West) will welcome into the

"11Remark made during th~e first PLreSidential campaign, August 1952.
Donald Neff, Warriors at Suez, Eisenhower Takes America into the Middle East,
111ew YoLK: The LAnderi Fte:7;!:3imo,- 3nd ,-huaer, 1981), 351.

iRPememDeLirig o• >,11L.5S 7har: when, Eiserihowe made . t eient,
I' ,:e55 • i:re ta . i ,n L-e::lgnoZabie ,w tri Wer L-in euL,*:1Pe a,.Ji hcaLeL'/

b~egun.

7



community of democratic nations those new political entities

who believe in democratic values and follow democratic

practices," has not been diluted with time. 3

What results is a competition between those factors - such

as the ideological bias cited above - which would encourage

acceleration into Schlesinger's inscrutable future, and those

factors (cited in the bulk of this study) which would

encourage consistency with policies of the past. This

competition involves a number of central elements:

1. limits, definitions, theory, and hypothesis;

2. the birth of East Central Europe within the context of
the long-term struggle between Soviet Russia and the
industrial West;

3. the circumstances surrounding the creation of the first
and second phases in 1919 and 1945 respectively;

4. the explanations for the destruction of the first and
second phases;

5. analysis, based on the developed model, of the present
role of East Central Europe within an evolving, Western-
dominated, post-Cold War arrangement,

6. and finally, investigation of the future role and-
security prospects of East Central Europe with respect to
this previous analysis.

To what degree will international change - the application of

the New World Order to East Central Europe - be tempered by

the power of historical continuity?

*:~ ~ J~~rn.: ~. Eke t £ Ainouican aii,_ rht? ps :
-he So vtet? ErnpiLe: '1har Has t.:, Be D rite, " Lc'rn a spee,'11 1 t P'inaCet,:, l
]n.L/eLs ?, * L DeL: [ 9 , i, n ,l zi ' k e . t e_,aLifente•i t , stE ate, 1)ttf 'e
' ti e As is. an-, 5£e,-Letuyc-kA ,,k naLn, 10.
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One final thought before proceeding: Karl Jaspers once

wrote that, "We find genuine tragedy ... only in that

destruction which does not prematurely cut short development

and success, but which, instead, grows out of success

itself."14 Victory in the Cold War was a success beyond

measure; will success allow a tragedy that is its equal?

S4KaL'I JaSpeLS, Tragedv L; not Enotialn, quote in William Applemain
Williams, The Tuagedy ,:-f Ame jican Dipl,:,maiv, (New YOLk: Delta Books, 19Rl,
X.°



II. EAST CENTRAL EUROPE, SECURITY ARCHITECTURE, AND
THE HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

"*I feel strongly the time has arrived for you again to
reassert your spiritual leadership of democracy in the
world as opposed to tyrannies of all kinds. "15

"The very ideas that stirred Jefferson and Montesquieu
resonate today in the words of Havel and Geremek. They
echo in our collective historical memory, and they
illuminate our path to the future. n16

The purpose of the first chapter is to establish the

relationship between East Central Europe, current discussions

on post-Cold War security architecture in the New World Order,

and the relevance of historical analysis on those current

discussions. After establishing the central methodological

assertion of the thesis as a whole, that such a relationship

can be made, the first chapter further indicates how

historical analysis is used in this study to illuminate the

current security environment, and, in broad terms, what such

illumination might indicate for the subsequent prospects of

East Central Europe. Establishing the central relationship

1•Letter from Herbert Hoover to Woodrow Wilson concerning the Nansen
Plan for humanitarian aid to EuLope. ALno J. Mayer, Politics and Diplomacv
of Peacemaking - Containment and Counterrevolution at Versailles, 1918-1919,
(New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1967>, 27.

1bFrom SecretaLry of Stare James A. Baker's upemarks bef,.,ore The ConfeLene
'ni Secur-!- , dill (CoopeL;.it,: lon in EIuL,•pe, 1::11feLen ,e cn rhe H'in l o l lr i ,
Copenhagen, June 6, 1990). Jame:ý- A. PakeL, *CSCE: The (':,ri•,LenKe , :
'2onrtinent, * CuL Lent P,.) ic'/, No. 1 3'J, (Wdolington D.C. : 1nited StŽ.ir e:
DeparLtmenr Df .1tate Burteau Df Fubli Aff.3irs, 1190), 1.
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between East Central Europe, post-Cold War security

architecture, and historical analysis involves investigation

of four central elements: the advantages of historical review

over other methods of analysis, the scope and definitions

which confine historical review in this study to proportions

which are both manageable and which provide the clearest

insights, the factors which confirm the utility of a regional

perspective at a time when the traditional alliance structure

in East Central Europe has disintegrated, the analytical

constructs and conceptual foundations central to the

methodology upon which the relationship between past events

and current security discussions is based, and the

hypothetical conclusions towards which the historical analysis

in this study will progress.

A. THE ACTIONS OF DEAD MEN

Concerning the post-Cold War security prospects of East

Central Europe, why base analysis on a sort of anecdotal

survey of diplomatic history? Surely political science has

progressed beyond such a crude tool for understanding future

events - has streamlined the historical review into a concise

set of theories, rigorously tested and validated, which remove

from the analyst the necessity of contact with the messy,

confusing, often unrelated, and even more often contradictory

details which so frequently characterize the narrative

recounting of past circumstances. Why not say that the causes

ii



of a certain policy were simply the inevitable outcome of a

theoretically circumscribed world (a world defined by

International Relations theory, structural realism, game

theory, Great Power theory, deterrence theory, etc.), and

avoid entirely the unique qualities of the specific diplomatic

policy under discussion? Is not the recounting of already

known historical events the political science equivalent of

reinventing the wheel? Even if historical analysis proves

pertinent and interesting, does any sort of mechanism protrude

from the past to impinge upon the conduct of current and

future events?

In the absence of a clear blueprint for political action

(such as that provided by the Soviet threat to the industrial

West), historical anecdote is used to a remarkable degree to

justify specific policies. Past triumphs, and especially past

mistakes, have been used since the end of the Cold War to sell

a variety of security initiatives not readily justifiable by

means other than historical reference. Examples of such

justifications include the speech by Secretary of State James

A. Baker to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in

Europe in which the continued human rights orientation of that

organization is ordained and mandated by the "collective

historical memory (of) the very ideas that so stirred

Jefferson and Montesquieu.""7

17" A.. -• CE: Ths-ý :*•,i.: , the Cnt inenr, * I.

12



In testimony before Congress by General John R. Galvin,

continued American troop presence in Europe is supported by

the record of "the first half of this century, (when)

conflicts and instability in Europe caused (the United States)

to send hundreds of thousands of American troops to fight in

two bloody wars in order to restore peace."' 8  The costs of

American retreat from European involvement were strongly

framed by historical anecdote by President Bush in his press

conference at the NATO Summit in Rome:

One can't predict with totality where ... events will lead
us. ... History shows that we have a stake in a peaceful
Europe. ... we are going to be able to participate fully
... I'd say to the isolationists in the United States:
Look at your history. Don't pull back into some fortress
America. a 19

The degree to which historical experience actually

influences the decision making process of political leadership

is difficult to know. The degree to which political

leadership uses precedent and tradition to sell policy,

' 8 Statement of General John R. Galvin, Commander in Chief, U.S. European
Command, before the United States Senate Committee on Armed Services on March
3, 1992, p.2.

'½President Bush, "The President.'.s News confecence in Rome, Italy,
November 8, 1991, Weekly Compijation of Presidential Documents., Monday,
November 11, 1991 vol 27, No. 45, pp. 1575-1615, 1607. other examples
include a statement by Secretary Baker in which the costs of failure to
adequately support the L'evoluti*ons of 1989 arLe compared those costs endured
by the West after *the c'ollapse :,f the promising democratic Lrevolution in
Petrograd in February 1917." James A. Baker, "America and the Collapse of
the Soviet Empire: What has to be Done," 2. Testimony before Congress by
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney conceLnLng rhe 1993 Defense Budget quoted
PLesident Bush 3n the issue of cutbacks• : "This jeep anrd no dee[.erL. ::. .1o
Iess W0,uld be 0117, [ es. , bu. A:, mLe w0,,i, he ig1n,:lL T rl r --
1 istro-7ry. * Statement of Y:he Ee,'zetaty :,f Defense Dick Cheney bef,.,Le r:le
2ernate ALme, Zervi-es Commirttee in Conntletlion with tile FY P193 Budget for tte
Departmenr of Defense, JanuaL'y 31, 1992,"

13



however, appears to be high indeed. Historical references (no

matter how inaccurate) are perceived as factual references;

historical personalities are real people; historical events

really happened. The fact that history is used to justify so

much, demands an analysis which uses history well, even if

that analysis does no more than to dispel the historical

foundations of specific policy justifications.

Nowhere is this need to either confirm or dispel allusions

to historical precedent more evident than in discussions of

what should be done with the post-Cold War states of East

Central Europe. An analyst reflecting on the political

environment of East Central Europe between the two World Wars

concluded that:

the accumulated heritage of national strife and injury
that had divided Eastern Europe for centuries ... gave
them all alike a sharper and deeper historic consciousness
than the nations of Western Europe. ... Like the Irish,
the only Western nation with a comparable experience,
these peoples regained their freedom because they lied
among their ancient wrongs and glories. History was the
stuff of their politics, and all their politics turned
back to history. ... The only Eastern European nations
that escaped the self-imposed burden of a mighty past were
Latvia, Estonia, and Finland.-"

Although the East Central Europe which has emerged from

the Soviet shadow is beset by a certain exhaustion, although

the reality of a global superpower world has made puny the

regional visions of greatness embodied in the East Central

European historical experience, and although some of the new

"L 1 011~ t . I . AL noi,.-I T,:ynuee, eJ. The wC, L 1-1 n
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political leadership in East Central Europe contain men of

exceptional moral character, the regional experience since the

collapse of the Berlin wall suggests caution towards those who

would say that history no longer plays a prominent role in

either popular identity, or specific state activities."

Also, historical analysis as a window on the future and as

a guide to current policy has not been barren of past

successes, however rarely they occur, and despite how often

they are ignored. The Truman Doctrine and the original Cold

War strategy of Containment were based on an historical

analysis of the roots of Soviet conduct, and the implications

that that analysis held for Western policy directed against

Soviet expansion. The success of the resulting Cold War

strategy appears to have validated its historical

foundation.`

2 1For example, in the fighting between SeLbia and Bosnia, many Serbs
appear to remain unremorseful about atrocities committed in Sarajevo.
'Indeed, as in almost every encounter here these days, any mention of
atrocities said to be committed by Serbs elicits a stream of counterclaims of
Serbian suffering at the hands of rivals and neighbors, starting in the
present and going back through both world wars to the period of Turkish
domination and Austro-Hungarian swagger."

As one Serb explained the situation, "he said he did not think that
people in the West undet.stood history. They should know that Serbs had lived
under Turkish domination, ... and he was eLrtain that Slavic Muslims in
Bosnia were intent on establishing an I.lamic. state and a Muslim toehold- in
Europe. 'If they win, the Turks will be back,' he added.* Michael T.
Kaufman, *Serbs See Themselves as tile World's Victims," The New York Times,
June 7, 1992, 6.

22 An example of historical analysis pL'oved to be both accurate and
ignored was contained in a memorandum ,of the Historical Advisel to tile
British Foreign Office on Februa ry 192S, in which was predicted the
consequences of a German-Russian alliance :emene,] by an attack on Poland:
"Has anyone attempted realize what. woul,-l happen ... it the Czech,,osl:', vak
.ýtarte were t b ue 3,:, Lta j .i ,] 'i1i.:membet thiart in fa,t it .isa.,,eauo,
rom the map )of EuLrope.' . mag ino, f,,L n.-n,.e, that undel some imprLOaiŽ le
i"n'Ait io., Autl K' Lreir e '3erld ; " .- h . ;elmany using the -ii,-,:C01tentel
:ninc,.iity in Bheni., .iemn.1e, .. new fL-r, r. ieL faL :.vel the mointaitns ... This
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Since historical analogy plays a prominent role in current

foreign policy declarations, and since historical experience

is such a central element in the conduct of affairs in East

Central Europe, and since historical insight has sometimes

proved to have been a useful guide in foreign policy

formulation, what remains for this analysis is to decide how

to use history as a guideline for current policy discussions

on the post-Cold War security environment. Specifically, who

should be considered in the definition of East Central Europe?

In what way should East Central Europe be considered (as a

unit, or as a series of unique states not subject to regional

analysis)? How far back should the historical examination of

East Central Europe go? How is the scope of the historical

review unified within a theoretical or conceptual framework,

so as to prevent the narrative from devolving into a series of

'just so' stories? What are the hypothetical outcomes of the

theoretical framework?

B. WHAT IS EAST CENTRAL EUROPE

Prior to March 1991, the fundamental question of what is

East Central Europe would not have been difficult to answer,

and any regional analysis would have proceeded from a commonly

held set of assumptions. East Central Europe included the

wt:phi, n, even i w negecte a;t i.te:'ePe in time fI f
pcevenr it, we 1ould af teLvwauis be d1ivenl t,:, int1e. ee, ptobably toro late.
Sil. James ;Headiam-Moriey, Studies ill DiP1omatic H(Ltondv, oI~c ,nic : Mehuteur,
1930), 183-184, in Martin Wight, "EasteLn Europe," 239-240.
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Warsaw Pact members, Yugoslavia, and Albania - the Communist

states outside of the Soviet Union. Several things have

challenged that old equation. In March 1991 the Warsaw. Pact

was formally dissolved, completing the process of

disentanglement from Soviet control begun in 1989. Soon

after, following the August Coup in 1991, the former republics

of Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Byelorussia, Ukraine, and

Moldova became independent, and the Soviet Union was replaced

by a vaguely defined Commonwealth of Independent States.

Those qualities which had once defined Eastern Europe as East

Central Europe, a military alliance of Communist governments

outside of the Soviet Union, as well as Albania and

Yugoslavia, no longer exist. In particular, the addition of

a number of new states which consider themselves to be

European rather than Russian has confused things considerably.

Putting aside for a moment the question of whether East

Central Europe can continued to be analyzed as a regional

entity (as opposed to a series of unique individual states),

a singularly difficult and arbitrary question concerns the

inclusion of the former Soviet Republics within the broader

definition of Eastern Europe. Should these states be'

considered along side those of East Central Europe in policy

analysis? And does their membership dilute insights gained

from a regional perspective? No firm test of membership makes

a case for the Baltic Republics, Byelorussia, Ukraine, and

Moldova either way. Absent clear criteria, the former Soviet

17



Republics are not considered in this analysis. Although none

are complezely satisfactory, several factors support this

exclusion and subsequent concentration on East Central Europe

alone. Most important, of course, is the fact of formal (as

opposed to de facto) membership in the Soviet Union for much

of the period examined in this study. For the political

leadership in these countries, the bulk. of foreign policy

efforts in the foreseeable future will involve the sorting out

of this Soviet legacy, and the formalizing of relationships

within the Commonwealth of Independent States. 23  Also, for

political leadership in Western Europe and the United States,

the Soviet legacy provides a significant psychological barrier

not found in discussions of countries not formerly within

Soviet borders."4  For want of more strict conditions, this

23This is a tenuous criteria for exclusion, but one which has a parallel
in the example of Greece. Prior to the political alignments of the Cold War,
Greece, like the other Balkan states, was consistently defined as being part
of Eastern Europe. A forty-three year affiliation with NATO has changed that
perceptual affiliation. Greece now is rarely thought of as Eastern European,
and is more often referred to in policy discussions as the southern flank of
Western Europe.

"A.There is no real reason why this should be so, but nonetheless it does
appear to be so. Present and future policies are the subject of chapter 5,
but one example illustrates the point. In a discussion of the WesteLr1
European rrnion (WETI), Secretary General Dr. William van Eckland proposed a
three stage membership expansl,:n strLategy for the futur-e. The first stage
would involve membership of the NocthieLrn Tier :ountrLies once those counitries
had met cercain economic, political, and military criteria; the second stage
would involve membership of the Southern Tier countries at a later time, but
under similar admiisions requirements. Diseussion of the third stage became
rather vague, however, and left one with the impression that beyond the
former border i of the Soviet rjnion lay the great unknown, and that
7al:ulati ns pertinent to t:he first tw,:. membership expansions d.idr not apply
' .)•'ntnies .5ituated -here. In 7hapter- 5, this reticence is -ontrasted with
mcC epans 'e po, ,iy .3r .tements. teqa ,J 1 Irq larger and, less -ief e eJ

L J ,r .. ',Z--1 i D1 -. I ; - . .I -- I . ,:, -e; ; . .e': 1 u. .1 .ty .i nIJ ::,.C-, ,r _ 1 .;, .II EiiiL '
1,*n-: t3ie C: E)t:; At .11nt1" Nper';. c.i,:, Council (NACCI . Dr. W1i1em

I- e-teLLK 'jn EeKeien, f•e't otýay -. ;eneL.. A .he Western EuL,:,-ean ý -nin, D :n
'eItue on the fulr.rL'e of I ,mm:, E-:,. n .JefenTSe iclent itV, ,iven -it .the
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analysis focusses on East Central Europe exclusively, which is

to say Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria,

Albania, and what remains from the breakup of Yugoslavia

C. SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS: IN DEFENSE OF THE REGIONAL

PERSPECTIVE

The confusion over which countries should be included in

this analysis raises a number of pertinent questions: is it

still appropriate to discuss policy in terms of East Central

Europe? By contrast, few when discussing Japan or China think

in terms of an Asian policy; the differences between the two

countries are simply too great, and, realistically, demand

individual policies which are at best mutually compatible.

Should the countries of East Central Europe be any different?

Does a regional perspective provide any useful insight? If

East Central Europe is still a realistic policy concept, who

should be included in it? What characterizes those that are

included?

East Central Europe is collectively defined by geographic

position, historical circumstance, and resulting geopolitical

weakness2, - three criteria which allow the utility of a

regional perspective by constraining the foreign pplicy

options of the individual states; common constraints suggest

a common identity, despite the very real differences among the

- h f t tese r,:t,)L5 S 1 L A .- :-me Iengr h n s•bse,.u:1[

19



individual societies. These common constraints have served to

insure that security arrangements in East Central Europe have

histoiically been determined not by regional wishes, but by

the wishes of Great Powers operating on regional borders. The

resulting hegemon-client relationship, particularly with

regard to the conduct of policy towards a danger which

directly threatens the hagemonic power, has traditionally

defined the East Central European security environment, and

has been the source of the group identity ascribed to what is

at heart an incredibly diverse region. It is the assertion

that the current security environment is still defined not by

the wishes of East Central European societies or governments,

but by the traditional constraints of a hegemon-client

relationship, which continues to validate a regional

perspective.

Nonetheless, analysts often distinguish within East

Central Europe between a Northern Tier of Poland,

Czechoslovakia, and Hungary,. and a Southern Tier of Romania,

Bulgaria, Albania, and whatever states will proceed out of the

ongoing Yugoslavian Civil War." Although the bilk of this

analysis considers East Central Europe as a whole, certain

policy recommendations benefit from the distinction between

Northern Tier and Southern Tier.

I L• e -'e L .L1 12
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D. DEPTH OF THE ANALYSIS: HOW FAR BACK IS ENOUGH

Where should one begin an analysis of a region fraught

with so many ancient antagonisms, slights, and triumphs, all

held so close to the current social identity? Since East

Central Europe is defined in this study as Poland,

Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Albania, and the

legacy of Yugoslavia, the narrative begins with 1919 - the

first year in which all of those states existed as independent

political entities at the same time, and in a cartographical

form recognizable today. Any historical analysis of the East

Central Europe which existed before 1919 is done only to

establish what are arguably the two dominant themes guiding

subsequent regional security development: the haphazard and

violent nature surrounding the birth of the individual states,

and tragedy extant in the triumph of the Bolshevik Revolution

in Russia in 1917. Each theme has played a central role in

the evolution of East Central Europe as both a buffer and a

highway between hostile camps on either side, and neither

theme has fully receded in importance with the end of the Cold

War.

In confining the analysis to the seventy-three years

dividing 1919 and the present day, one can distinguish within

that period a number of natural divisions. Specifically (as

already alluded to in the introduction), within a greater

European security context, East Central Europe has survived

three distinct phases since its inception. The first phase
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began with the birth of East Central Europe - assured by

Western support amidst imperial ruin and Bolshevik generation

in 1919 - and ended with the Soviet occupation in 1945. The

second phase began with the cementing of Soviet hegemony in

the late 1940s, and ended only with the revolutions in 1989.

The third phase began in 1989 with the reestablishment of

nominally democratic regimes - again dependent on Western

support - and will undoubtedly end at some undetermined time

in the future.

R. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND THEORY

At first glance, little seems to unite the natural

divisions alluded to above. The first security phase

represented the last gasp of the international epoch defined

by Great Power theory - the final crisis and collapse of the

European Great Power system. The second security phase

reflected the global divisions of a two superpower world so

accurately predicted in the nineteenth century by de

Toqueville - the triumph of America and Russia over the power

of Europe. The third security phase is difficult to define,

and may yet prove to be the expression of a single superpower

paradigm - a Pax Americana - or a return to a Great Power

system, but a Great Power system not confined to Europe.

What, then, unites these three natural divisions in the

security environment in East Central Europe? Setting aside

for a moment considerations of the third security phase, a-',
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using the natural divisions expressed above, one can state

clearly that from the First World War emerged a set of

conditions which directly produced the long-term contest

between Soviet Russia and the industrial West. Throughout

this contest, the newly created states of East Central Europe

served as the critical area, the buffer, the no-man's-land,

first for the West (phase one), and then for the Soviets

(phase two), against the spread of the deadly contagion

carried by the other side. Indeed, ideology not withstanding,

the fear of contagion on the part of the hegemonic power was

the central justification for a given East Central European

security policy." For twenty-six and forty-four years

respectively, East Central Europe performed its role in the

long-term contest effectively, halting the spread of

Bolshevism into Europe, and capitalist bourgeois democracy

into Russia.

This simple interpretation of events28 reveals a number of

pertinent assumptions. The first involves the issue of

hegemony; the second, the concept of a hegemonic power; the

third, the defining of a security phase by the hegemon-client

relationship; and the fourth, the coalescence of hegemony

within the analytical constructs of a monolithic East and a

27In this way Woodrow Wilson with his concern for national self-
jetermindticin, cnd JOse-ph Stalin - champion of the international Communist

::' ',•lerlr r •mi> , L I - :, her L ;itheL ,'K,:~ ', �1 1n0t ill the L'ealn of 1c7tiVi-i,

,,he j u.•Er f 'at in sf whi.h i., the sui)ject cf chapter III.
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definable and singular West. Regarding the issue of hegemony,

no clear criteria exists for what defines a position of

irresistible leverage and authority between one nation and

another. Several candidates suggest themselves, and all have

had a position in defining the various security phases in East

Central Europe. On the part of the actor exerting hegemony -

economic strength, military potential, military occupation,

military guarantee against external threat, moral leadership

and prestige, and political support for unpopular regimes -

all influence, either singly or in combination, a hegemonic

relationship. On the part of the actor subject to hegemonic

influence, a particular vulnerability, again arising from

economic, military, moral, and political factors, provides the

first opening for a relationship marked by unequal leverage or

authority.

Clearly these ingredients for a hegemon-client relation

have been a traditional foundation upon which security

arrangements have been based in East Central Europe. One

analyst, describing the situation on the eve of the Second

World War, characterized East Central Europe as, "a belt of

small countries lying between Germany and Italy on the one

side and Russia on the other: a buffer zone ... a line of

states, which varied in size, but were all small and weak

compared with the Great Powers on the west and east." 2" The
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sources of this weakness are the subject of subsequent

discussion, but the results of this weakness, an evolving

hegemon-client relationship, seems an undeniable byproduct of

the East Central European position.

Concerning the concept of hegemonic power: in terms of the

role, history, and prospects of East Central Europe within a

greater European security context, both Russia (either

Imperial, Soviet, or post-Soviet) and the West function as

singular entities. This analytical construct seems self-

apparent with regard to Russian influence, but is less so when

applied to so amorphous an idea as the West. Although either

political circumstances or competition between individual

actors within the West (in its broadest sense Western Europe

and the Atlantic community) have at times produced different

spokesmen, those individual spokesmen have been symbols of de

facto policy coherence with regard to East Central Europe.

For example, in 1919 the West was represented by the

wishes of the Big Four at the Paris Peace Conference acting

through the policy instruments of American moral prestige,

money, and food, and French military power. By the 1920s,

American retreat into isolation and British indifference

allowed the West to be represented by French interests acting

through the policy instruments of political alliance and

military guarantee. By the mid 1930s, French economic

protectionism allowed the West to be represented by Germany

through the economic policy instrument. With the coming of
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the Cold War, the dislocations of the Second World War allowed

the West to be represented by the United States using the

policy instruments of economic aid, military alliance, moral

authority, and nuclear guarantee. What will represent the

West with respect to East Central Europe in the future is

unclear, but American military withdrawal may allow Germany,

either singly or acting in concert with others of her West

European neighbors, to retake the role of spokesman using a

variety of policy instruments. 3"

Given this analytical construct, the proposed model argues

that the respective failures of either Russia or the West as

hegemonic power with regard to East Central Europe stem from

significant fractures (either political, economic, or

military) within either monolithic camp. When German

expansionist desires made her an unacceptable spokesman for

Western policy, conflict resulted, and Soviet Russia replaced

the West as the hegemonic power in East Central Europe."

Concerning the defining of a security phase by the

hegemon-client relationship: the historical circumstances in

which the hegemon status has been conferred first on the West,

then on Russia, and now on the West again have marked major

turning points in the international order in general, and on

the social context within East Central Europe in particular.

.. ,i •ruL .rn £.• .Le '
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In each of the three security phases suggested, East Central

Europe has been a remarkably different place within which to

live, and within which to conduct security policy. Consistent

to these great changes has been the transference of hegemon

status between Russia and the West.

This investigation centers around a pattern involving the

relationship between five variables and the hegemonic power of

a particular security phase in East Central Europe (first the

West, then the Soviets, and now the West again): the

perception by the hegemonic power of the threat facing it, the

plan formulated by the hegemonic power with regard to East

Central Europe to. counter the threat, the activities

proceeding from the plan (particularly in the current context,

where activity serves as a guide in the absence of an overtly

stated program), the evolving internal weaknesses of the

hegemonic power, and the role of East Central Europe as a

catalyst in those evolving weaknesses. The matching amongst

the three security phases of this variable/hegemon

relationship serves to illuminate better current roles and

prospects not clarified by comprehensive, authoritative

international policy documents, as well as to indicate the

future prospects of East Central Europe within a Western-

dominated, post-Cold War security arrangement.

As an analytical construct, this model proposes the role

of East Central Europe within a larger European security

arrangement as the outcome variable (or central puzzle), the
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presence of a hegemonic power guiding such security

arrangements as a constant, and the five relationships cited

as the independent variables, or proof of the proposed

argument. The first three independent variables reflect the

creation of a specific role for East Central Europe within a

particular security phase, and correspond to the three initial

steps of the generic strategy process: determining security

objectives, formulating grand strategy, and apportioning the

proper policy instruments to the conduct of grand strategy. 32

The final two independent variables are more arbitrary,

reflect the process of decline endemic to the end of a

particular security phase, and proceed more from the research

surrounding this analysis than from any preconceived

analytical construct.

F. HYPOTHESIS

The collapse of Soviet power, the resulting end of the

long-term contest, and the arrival of Western hegemony have

not ended the traditional role for East Central Europe, but

have only made it less apparent - less defined as the threat

perceived by the hegemonic power has become less defined.

Both the arrival of Marxism in Eastern Europe in 1945

(destruction of phase one) and the surging of Western-style

democracy in 1989 (destruction of phase two) occurred through

•'[Do-rin M. DreW iflld D:,,iji ii, M. - -71',w, MIAkingf St~ rteO-Iv, a n ItnrL:,:-,,u I,..n,'1
'1 - 1 la , e:ui -.:I• 1.:.:. $ .1.., L I :. .ii LMaxwell AIL F cL,-'e Ba.1e,
Alabima: Ail l 'Itiveu i t ,y IrR I, 1 14-,7.
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a process of moral collapse in the heart of the respective

contestants, not through ineffectiveness of the East Central

European buffer per se. In both cases, however, East Central

Europe played a significant role as either a catalyst or

accelerator of this internal weakness of the hegemonic power

(in a sense acting as a highway rather than a buffer). East

Central Europe continues to serve a traditional security role

for a new hegemonic power. Accordingly, future prospects

hinge less on activity in Russia (at the far side of the

buffer), and more within the internal workings of the West -

within potential internal weaknesses subject to acceleration

by the East Central European political dynamic.
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III. PYGMY BETWEEN TWO GIANTS

"The War of the Giants has ended. The quarrels of the
pygmies have begun."3

The purpose - the second chapter is to establish the two

themes permeating security affairs in East..Central Europe from

1919 to the present day: the factor of violent, haphazard

birth, and the influence of Bolshevik triumph adjacent to East

Central European borders. The unfortunate juxtaposition of

these two factors created two mutually exclusive security

conditions within East Central Europe: the requirement that

East Central Europe exist as a buffer, balanced against

internal regional factors which tended to mitigate against the

effectiveness of that buffer once in place.

A. CONTEXT: IMPERIAL DECLINE AND VIOLENT BIRTH

The astonishing thing is that for so long there was no

East Central Europe. There were, of course, imperial

provinces, coal mines and breadbaskets for far-off capitals,

sources of fodder for greater ambitions, and breeding grounds

of ethnic pride and stunted desires. But there was no East

Central Europe; it was subsumed by a zeal intent upon

eradication and annexation into larger bodies, so that by 1914

re 1918. L ;( : l , . * .. Vi, ' ,L./, !he ), '. m97 .
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the German, Austro-Hungarian, and Russian Empires were, more

or less, firmly in control. With the decline of the Ottomans,

however, East Central Europe violently came into being - a

Balkan orphan both desirable and beyond suppression. The

Ottoman mother, as well as her attending imperial midwives,

failed to survive the birth, so that by 1919 East Central

Europe had became a fact to be reckoned with in the policy

discussions of the industrial West.

The Southern Tier was the first to initiate this process,

although exactly when is still open to question. Since its

high tide at Vie'- a in 1630, the Ottoman Empire had been in a

military decl.nat compounded by internal political turmoil. By

1908 this process began to accelerate with the coming of the

Young Turk revolution, and the fall of the Ottoman Sultan. 34

Although considered progressive, many of the new leaders had

been recruited from the Ottoman army, and had had for their

3 4Like so many important events, the Young Turk revolution was sparked
by an accident. Within rthe EmpiLe of Sultan Abdul Hamid, a number of secret
political societies had sprung up ill ie-::pnse to the atmospheLe of political
intolerance. Because ,of the effe,_tivenes.. of the secret p:,iie in quelling
such groups in Constantinop.'le, trhe f:c:l point --If much c:'f this secret
political activity was in the then ,,tt,:,man pout :f Salonika. A fertile
breeding ground for re,cruits to these .o-ier ies was in trhe ()ttoman Third ALrmy
responsible for policing the ,isintegLa r.nc; sllituat i,,n ill Macedonia. Lne :f
these groups was the Comnittee of 1lUnion AnId Jrogress (CiU,) , also known as thie
Young Turk Party, and one of its members was a young aL-my officer named
Enver.

In D308, Envel was Lecalled to Constantinople. FeaL'ing that his Lrole in
rthe CUP had been discovered, Enve rto,ok to rthe hills around Salonika. Soon
other officers joined him, bringing their troops with them. An €Wttcman

,olmn Sent 1Y the Su-ltan to:- 41uIell h. S ure:t ion joined the rebels.
t•n • zea, trhl S ad ho, revolut i:n rad .:aued-i te abldicat:ion o:f 7',e

.l?, t:e :, L es t: Lt':, . r 4 r r ; Al, . L I Lamen Zr., cin U:',Iit :I
, Ie . The S.:,11q TI L K. .',ame r.23e . l ncl t ihe neW r 4,nrl •iveLnimenn..

6 .. , i . .!IK,:,, A Aei .& >. E lI A . ', . - F i' :,f the ( :,m.n Emp.Lle il-i
"-e Cr-eat:on _,f the Mod1er1n Middle Ea.st, *lew Y,,c'k: Avon Boo.,k , 1989)9, 39-41.
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formative experiences the project of policing the Empire's

crumbling European holdings. The new government was not

inclined to be progressive about assimilation within the

Empire, and soon sponsored a crackdown on Greek Orthodox

Christians in particular, and on ethnic diversity in

general."5

This newly invigorated repression paid immediate dividends

for the new Ottoman leadership, as Bulgaria declared

independence in 1908, Crete formally united with an

independent Greece in 1912, and Albania gained independence in

1913.1" Concur'rent with these new national formations were

a series of crises, again issuing from Ottoman decline and

important to the formation of the Southern Tier of East

Central Europe. Austria exploited the confusion of the Young

Turk revolution to annex Bosnia and Herzegovinia in 1908,"1

3SDavid Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace, 36-37, 40-41, 43.
Joseph R. Strayer, Hans W. Gatzke, and E. Harris Harbison, The

Mainstream of Civilization Since 1500, 2cd ad., (New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, Inc., 1974), 690.

36These new players joined the already independent East Central European
states of Serbia, Montenegro, and Greece.

37This was a formal move. The AusrcL--Hungarian Empire had administered
Bosnia and HeUzegovinia )n behalf of rihe •,ttrn-mans since 1878.

After defeat in 7ne Russo -,Jap;.anme WaL, Russian ambition had dIirected
itself westward. The principal ambition of Russian foreign policy was the
opening of the Turkish straits foL Russian warships. Russian policy found a
sympathetic ear in the Austrian foreign ministry. A secret meeting was
conducted in 1908 between the Russian Foreign Minister, Alexander Izvolsky,
and his Austrian counterpart, Count Aehrenthal. What resulced was the
Buchlau Agreement of 1908, in which Austria was pledged to support Russian
plans with regard to the Turkish Strait.-, and Russia was pledged to supp.:,rt
Austrian annexation .Df Bosnia and Herzeqovini i.

jnfoL-rtUIdte ly, Aust nia beqan ,.D[ISlexai. £ ,r w-.[out .ns l .i i"n, _t e t
isszLia W.J raaL'dy to: move On the ,Straits..-, PUs a W;as inderst..in1,ahl, ,,:n e , n

Iby this breech of the secLret pto,, J,:,seph R. itir.yeL, e'. a •ilte
Mainstream .f Civilization Since 1500, A00-i0l.
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and in so doing incurred the anger of Russia and Russia's

Balkan client, Serbia." Russia requested on behalf of

Serbia an international conference among the Great Powers to

settle the dispute, but retreated in the face of German

support of the Austrian position. Russia, ill-prepared to

oppose Germany, convinced a bitter Serbia to accept the status

quo.39

The Bosnian Crisis was but the first of several events

which shaped the formation of the Southern Tier. In 1911,

hard on the heels of the Moroccan Crisis and with the full

support of the other Great Powers, Italy annexed Tripoli and

began the Tripolitanian War with the Ottoman Empire. The

circumstances surrounding this war erncouraged the Balkan

states to pursue their own ambitions with reference to the

remaining Ottoman holdings in Europe. Toward this end,

Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece, and Montenegro formed the Balkan

League in 1912, and soon after invaded Ottoman holdings. This

First Balkan War resulted in the Treaty of London, signed in

38Develo'ping SeLbian nationalism had been greatly influenced by the
Russian ideology of pan-- lavism, but With :tln important tWist: Lather- than a
,:ollection of Eurpean slavs mnder rche benevolent leadership-, of Russia,

Serbia envisioned a collection of South Central European slavs under the
benevolent leadership of gerbia. Put mOLe bluntly, Serbia had her own plans
for annexation of Bosnia and Herzegcvinia, t.nid was birtterly Jisappointed that
*those plans ha'iI been preempted by the AustrL'ia¶1. Joseph Strayer, et al., The
Mainstream of Civilization Sinc:e 1500, L ). Also, Frank H. Simonds, Historyv
of the World War, Vol. 1, (New YoLk: DoubleJay Page & Company, 191) , 40.

",Joseph P,. 2t a/eL, et a .; , The M;in.£ t Leamn :.t Civilizatri,: i-n I l 2
Da'ii. FLDmKin, A •'ea',:e t 11, En -i1 Fel a.:, 4C. FLank H. iino _i•, Hist:Li

,Df the Wo,)LI, WaM , VCo 1., 26-29.
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May 1913, which divested the Ottoman Empire of European

territories apart from Eastern Thrace. 4"

The London Conference which had produced the treaty

resulted from Great Power intervention in the War aims of the

Balkan League. When the League was formed, Serbia was

promised from the spoils access to the Adriatic through

annexation of northern Albania." Serb ambitions with regard

to slavs still under Hapsburg rule, as well as the Serbian

special relationship with Russia, caused the Austrians and

Italians to protest Serbian access under the cause of a free

and independent Albania. This cause of Albanian independence

was taken up by the British Foreign Minister, Sir Edward Grey.

Once again, Serbia was forced to back down. 42

Her ambitions in Albania thus frustrated, Serbia turned to

the newly acquired Bulgarian gains for compensation. 4 3  This

compensation Bulgaria was unwilling to provide. This

unwillingness to compromise was unfortunate, because shortly

afterwards Serbia, Greece, Montenegro, Romania, and Turkey

declared war on Bulgaria. The Second Balkan War ended with

40 Joseph R. Scrayer, ec al., The Mainsrream of Civilization Since 1500,
692. David FLnomkin, A Peace to End all Peace, 45. Fvank H. Simonds, History
of the World war, 32-34.

41RemembeLing D:f ,OUL'se, thar Albania had not yet achieved indlependence.

I ,:ýIIK L. 5 : ' .,t ý:! ; i f WEI -, 54-' 43

4,,pe" -,3 1 IV , he V ,AL'JaL '/a1ley rl Wi9, 'P.1.10[1 i .
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the Treaty of Bucharest in August 1913, in which Greece and

Serbia acquired the bulk of Macedonia. 44

The final chapter in the formation of the Southern Tier

prior to the First World War involved Serbian claims,

subsequent to the Treaty of Bucharest, on Albanian territory.

In this ambition Serbia was supported by Russia and opposed by

Austria. Austria proposed a military intervention in Serbia,

and was restrained from this course by Germany. Italy also

continued to oppose Serbian access to the Adriatic, as did the

British, who were by this time enamored by the justice of

Albanian independence. In the face of such concerted

opposition, Russia once again backed away from Serbian claims.

The immediate result was a Serbian hatred for Austria, and for

Austria, a deep distrust of Serbian intentions. 4 -

In July 1914, this equation was confirmed by the

assassination of the Austrian Archduke Ferdinand, and the

subsequently famous Austrian ultimatum.4b The Balkan problem

"44FFrank H. Simmonds, History of the GrLeat WaL, 35-39. David Fromkin,
A Peace to End all Peace, 45. Joseph R. Strayer, et al., The Mainstream of
Civilization Since 1500, 692.

4SJ Jseph R. Strayeu, et al., The MainstLeam ,of Civilization Since 1500,
692-693.

4 The ultimatum, sent on July 23, 1917, p•escrL"ibed censorship
regulations with regard to anti-Austrian propaganda, specific measures to be
taken against the propagandists themselves, the disbanding of anti-AustUian
patriotic societies, and the punishment of society leaders irregar-dless of
whether they were serving members of the Ser'bian government or military.
Most galling f,:Lr the SetbianM- was Trhe req:luirVement th,.at -hese L•,escriptins be
-att'ie'd uut b-, Austr dllA , Ia .' .eLbitl,.11 .lP . :m .l.: "0e wi 0I ,-
ultimatum was requI red with in .:,kt'i--igh hr. :: , L. ,r . Frank H.
.- minonds, Histor" of, thie ;rLe-..t W,.•Lr, 40 . ,Jc;-'.eph Hl.. .St river, ,et a 1 . ,2.h..•
Mainstrear, of Civilizat ion sirnce ;.0(), ,-3
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subsequently insured that by August 1914, the wheels of

international diplomacy were slowly moving towards the Great

War. It was from these circumstances of violent, haphazard,

and ethnically chauvinistic origin that the Southern Tier of

the belt of small states which would come to be East Central

Europe came into being.

Although the birth of the Southern Tier predated the

Northern Tier by some four years, the circumstances of

creation were not remarkably different, either in terms of

haphazardness or international violence. Again, exactly where

the process began is difficult to pinpoint, but the case of

Poland provides a useful start. Poland lost her statehood in

1795, when the Third Partition distributed her remaining

territory between the Prussian, Austrian, and Russian empires.

Polish patriotism came to be defined roughly then, in terms of

opposition to whatever empire controlled a given patriot's

home; who one hated depended on where one lived. By the

beginning of the First World War, patriotic political

agitation was polarized by -arious factions who supported

Alr-hough the rauses of the Fir.t W,:L'II WaL- aie Dutside the scope of this
study, results of the assassination aL'e well known and woLrth Lrecounting
briefly. Serbia refused Austria's ultimatum; Austria, bolstered by Ger'man
support (often .-*alled the 'blank 7heck' ) prepa'ed to invade Germany; Russia,

ln suppor't of it.s Serlbian ally, )e,-laue,- war, on Austria; Germany declaLred
,ia .fl Pus• .i; ; 'an,:e, an ,lly .: - ut s , :lela'ec war onI Germany; Germaniy,

.i.efe~en•:e r> . -ne .2 niieL en Pi,.n, •efL.S.CK,. - q u,.vL~nt Ce Belgiuin neutrali,'v:;
;ue&r. BL itan�, �'iillirig , .Wee J;Lear P:w , jomin.lal,'e Of th- Lw r:,110tuie. ,
Jie,;lare,J Far *:n Aermany AlaLa Tu,'Ami.in, The ( hin c Auiu.;, ('N(ew Yc Lk:
Dell Publi.shing o:'mpany, 2, 3
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different national objectives. 4" This polarization resulted

in a policy of border alignments at the expense of both

Germany and Soviet Russia.

The border adjustments at the expense of Germany were

supported by Allied leadership at the Paris Peace Conference,

but Polish claims in the east were received with less

enthusiasm. 48  Meanwhile, German troops had withdrawn from

47This factionalism was illustrated by the competition between Marshall
Pulsudski's Leftist platform, and the more conservative program of his chief
political rival, Roman Dmowski. Pilsudski had been born in Wilno (Vilnius),
and considered Lithuania an integral part of historic Poland (as a
contemporary biographer remarked, Pilsudski considered Wilno *a better
Poland, a Lithuanian Poland.-), and the reclaiming of Poland's eastern
borderlands in Byelorussia and Ukraine as integral to establishing a modern
Polish state. The greatest enemy of Poland was Russia, whether ruled by the
Czar, the Bolsheviks, or the Whites. In this anti-Russian feeling Pilsudski
had long experience: first as a political prisoner in Siberia from 1887-1892,
then in exile in London from 1896-1905, then as an inmate in a Russian insane
asylum (where he faked illness to escape greater punishment) from 1905-1908,
and finally as a train robber in 1908 when he stole two-hundred and fifty
thousand rubles to support Polish Lrebellion.

At the beginning of the War:, Pilsudski's notoriety had not gained him
any great political popularity in Poland; that belonged to his rival Dmowski.
Dmowski was from the German portion of Poland, and fear of German ambition
fueled his political vision. With t-he beginning of the War, Dmowski went
into exile with the Allied governments, and at the time of the Paris Peace
Conference was considered the legitimate chief of the Polish delegation.
Pilsudski spent the war in command of the Polish Legion in the service of
Germany. With the Russian Revolution in the spring of 1917, Pilsudski
withdrew the Legion from fighting, had it interred, and was himself
imprisoned by the Germans. This-act on behalf of Polish nationalism gained
Pilsudski enormous prestige, and while Dmowski was stucK in Paris, Pilsudski
formed a Polish government in Warsaw with the collapse of German power on
November 10, 1918. In the subsequent elections to the Constituent Assembly,
Dmowski's party achieved a majority.

What this meant for Polish foreign policy and national formation was a
desire for liberal boLrder .settlements in the West at Germany's expense
(championed by the Constituent Assembly), and geneLr:ous expansion eastward• at
Russia's expense (championed by Pilsudski). what resulted was the Polish-
Soviet war, and the enmity of two temporarily weak Great Powers at Poland's
frontiers. Joseph Rothschild, East Central Eulroue Between the Two World
Wars, from Peter F. SugaL and Donald W. Treadgold, eds., A History of East
*Central Europe, Vol. IX, (Seattle: rmniv,-arsity of Washington Press, 1974), 45-
46. And W. Bruce Lincoln, Red Victory, A History of the Russian Civil WaL,
(U*ew "OLrk: A Touclhsrone Book, 1989), 3'18.

4 lie A! L ie.• gý i ,L t tl;•t. i,:i, 1A11'.1 • . Lfl bcInd1ariy .h,,lIJ be established
at tile (:uLZ'1c, ine, fbled by rhte iujt R'/eL. 14. E[-1•:e Lincoln, Re.dI VictrLV,
414.
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the Oberkommando-Ostfront dividing Poland's eastern

borderlands, and both Polish and Bolshevik troops moved in to

fill the void. The resulting small unit clashes characterized

the region under contention until April 1919, when Poland

opted for invasion of Soviet territory.49

The Polish invasion signalled the start of the Polish-

Soviet War, and as such was the culmination of a number of

serious political miscalculations. Polish leadership

genuinely believed that the people of the border regions

(particularly Lithuanians) wanted a restoration of historic

Poland; such was not the case. Also, the Poles overestimated

the damage that the World War and Revolution had visited on

the Russian ability to fight, as well as the support that

could be expected from the Allies for Polish objectives.

Nonetheless, the Polish invasion met with great initial

success, the high tide of which was the occupation of Kiev in

early May 1919."7°

49The opening incident of the Polish-Soviet war took place at the small
village of Bereza Kartuska on February 14, 1919. At that time Bolshevik
forces were atruayed all around the periphery of the former Russian Empire in
conduct of the Civil War. Total Bolshevik forces in the West by April
numbered forty-six thousand. Against r~them were two-hundred thousand Poles
who would soon be supplemented by rthe return of trhe various Polish Legions
which had fought for each of the former occupying empires. W. Bruce Lincoln,
Red Victory, 399-400.

soThe P':, ish aLrmy captuLed Wilt,:, o:n April 21, 1919, and, Minsk and LvDv
by that June. Peace negotIaT i,-,. were enrer'e, into with the Bolsheviks fr,:,m
,UctDber t:, December 1919. The Polijh delegation walked away from the
negotiat_:,rns in Decembel, and Uesumed the offensive into,-, the !Tkraine :,n Ap.ril
25, 1232 . * i.._..Iga in in . rqe (JOiD: , .•. P1:11 iLh f-L: es a.iva ,:e.
fifrty mile-- iln thIre fi .. _..1.wenty - f :,, ,:,L u . By May ', Pol 0 .:h fr.es occupied
i[ie'l. M. E linc:.1 r1", P,, -40)9.
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Initial Polish gains were quickly reversed however, first

in late May and early June 1920, when the Bolsheviks

reoccupied Kiev, and then especially in July when a general

Bolshevik offensive was begun to trap Polish troops inside the

Ukraine. By mid August, after a string of dramatic successes,

Soviet forces were investing Warsaw."' In crossing the

Curzon Line into what the Paris Peace Conference considered to

be Poland proper, the Soviet government encouraged greater

Allied military support for the Polish cause."2 This Allied

support, along with renewed White military efforts in southern

Russia, allowed the Polish army to narrowly win the Battle of

Warsaw in August, and to begin a process of territorial

reclamation in September and October. Although Lithuania

remained independent, Wilno was returned to Polish control by

SiThe two critical factors in the Soviet turnaround were the assignment
of Mikhail Tukhachevskii, then only twenty-seven.years old, as commander of
the western forces (April 29, 1920), and the redistribution of forces,
recently triumphant over Kolchak in Siberia and Denikin in the Donbass, to
Tukhachevskii's command. The .combinar_ion of adequate forces and at times
brilliant, leadlership [pl,-ved iLLesistibie. In June Kiev was Lecaptured; In
July, Soviet forces cLossed the Bereezina River, capturing Minsk on July 13
and Wilnio on July 14 (the latrteL wa. as.isted by the local Lithuanian
population, which had finally been pl:,iied independence by ttie Bolshevik
regime); Soon after, Che CULrzon Line was oreached, and Brest-Litovsk taken.
W. Bruce Lincoln, Red Victory, 409-415.

S2Lord Curzon, British FoLeign SecLetary, d.Ielivered a letter to Soviet
Foreign Minister Chicherin which encouL'aged the Soviet government not to send
r:Loops west of the Bug River. Chicheeirl rejected Curzcn's letter. As
Presi,dent of the Sec--ond- ComitlreLlI n '"',.(4rc Zitl,:,viev r'eca led, -the best
re[pLesentat i'es ,ot the interiiat ,:,id I !.L:ieta~ir . ... all pte I ,'lv rc eai :eclthat, it the in 1 ita L" ' ,C Cu I. 1iy w.'.i .Lii e , tr w,:,U[,:0 i ,_ .... -IAl ;.e

a,'.>:elerat .,f :.n tile £ntreLnoti :,i,:•l , L :,Ler. H LII L,•'I : n ; £ •." '•V. f['r•e Lir,_':I,[

Red Vitory, 4L[.
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mid October. 3  On October 12, 1920 an armistice was signed,

and the war was finally concluded with the Treaty of Riga on

March 22, 1921. Despite the tremendous Soviet successes in

the spring and summer of 1920, by the end of the fighting

Poland retained territorial borders one-hundred miles to the

east of the Curzon Line.5 4

Although benign by comparison, the situation in Poland's

two southern neighbors was also marked by a certain shading of

anarchy and armed violence. The Czechs were perhaps best

positioned to take advantage peacefully of the imperial

disintegration forming East Central Europe, and to a large

degree they were able .to do so.55  With regard to Allied

support for claims in the Hungarian controlled section of

S 
3To protect Allied sensibilities, which supported the cause of

Lithuanian independence, a mock uprising was staged in Wilno, and that city
turned itself over to Polish control. W. Bruce Lincoln, Red Victory, 419.

S4W. Bruce Lincoln, Red Victory, 414-420.

5 5The Czech success in achieving most of their territorLial aims short
of violence was the product of the for'midable negotiating talents of three
Czech exiles: T.G. Massaryk, Eduard Benes, and Milan Stefanik. The Czech
negotiating team sold the Allies a contradictory proposition: that
Czechoslovakia should retain histoic borlders in opposition to the national
claims of Sudeten Germans in Silesia and ethnic Poles in Silesia and
Slovakia, and that Czechoslovakia should retain national borders in
opposition co the historic claims of hLungary in Slovakia and Ruthenia. For
strategic and economic ceasons, the Allies quickly accepted the first
proposition; the Allies were hesitant, however, in granting the second
proposition. Joseph Rothschild, East Central Europe between the Wars, 76-78.

In Poland, he same negotiating tactic was used. As one observer at the
time explained, *a Polish diplomat expounded to me the very extensive (and
mutually contradictory) territorial claims of his country, and I inquired on "
what principle rthey were baeed, he Leplied with rare frankness: 'On the
histogL'rical pr[r nlciple, b:yretei by the linguistic wherever it works in our

ii.••,. L.E. NamieL, "1848: The ?revo:ir .n of the Intelletia ),"Raleigh
. .:,o H :. , , ,44, fr"rn rnt :,-,.-inrjz.: If Ile BLiri L.;h A ,.:ezv, VcI.

, Lon,.don: ,xtor ýrnli'er.-;ir*'t PLes , 944), 66, in Mart in Wighr, "Easter'n
Europ.,e," ALn:,,,J Tyoynbee, ed,., The W,:, ".j in Mauch 1939, (Lon,,n•: xf:,L
;ni'vers t y Pre: 19S,2) , 230.
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Slovakia, Czech leaders thought to speed the process along by

military occupation of the affected territory in May 1919.

This thought proved a mistake, because it provoked an

unsuccessful military campaign with the Hungarian Communist

government of Bela Kun.5 6

At war's end, Hungary planned to retain its historic

borders and dominant position within those borders not by

reform or compromise with its ethnic minorities, but by

abandoning its treaty ties with Germany and its constitutional

ties with Austria in the hope that a gullible West would see

Hungary as the victim of Germanic repression. 5 7  The old

regime was replaced in Budapest by a popular and bloodless

uprising on October 31, 1918, and a reform government under

Count Mihaly Karolyi came into power, too late, however, to

stop the national dismemberment of Hungary's historic

borders."

cJoseph Rot•tschill, East Cent,.i EuL.cre Between the Two World WaLr,
147-148.

S An example of Hungarian aL'rogance involved the Belgrade Armistice with
Romania. Signed two lays after the .- r'mistice in the West (November i3,
1918), the armistice ceded laL'ge _acks ,of Romanian terLit'ILi to a ,iominant
Hungary. Hungarian political leadeLrhip seemed unable to ,lmderstand that
LmpPL ial lse woul,] 'leman, -i Thýnqe in attIitue towards ne ihbs.

Er t.:d!r CrL.Ar . .L t IE.L - h~.W e:; m WO L.I Wa L.--

• J..se•,t: H':,tnlsn , Ea t 'e t L -•I • EIJL.ot.,e Between the Wr i-I WaLr , --
4r•.
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This process was momentarily arrested by the placement in

power of Bela Kun's Hungarian Communist Party," and the

subsequent offensive against new Czech holdings in Slovakia in

May 1920. By June, Hungarian forces held two-thirds of

Slovakia, and had severed ground communications in Ruthenia

between Czech and Romanian forces. The Allies were

uncomfortable with the Hungarian success, and in mid June

issued a series of ultimatums requiring that Hungarian forces

evacuate virtually all of Slovakia. Initial Hungarian

calculations had depended on both Russian communist military

support, as well as spontaneous revolutionary uprisings in the

West to cement territorial gains. When neither condition

occurred, Kun was forced to accede to Allied wishes and

withdraw his forces. 60

S9During the First World War, some five-hundred thousand Hungarian
prisoners were interred in Russia. A certain fraction became politicized,
and began fighting on behalf of the Reds in the Civil War. This fraction, at
a conference in Moscow, formed the Hungarian Communist Party on November 4,
1918, and promptly sent two hundred agitators to Hungary to politicize the
reform movement of Karolyi's regime. Three-hundred more were sent in March
1919. One of the first to go back (arriving in Budapest on November 16,
1918) was a former Hungarian journalist and leader of the new party, Bela
Kun. Kun soon started a newspaper and began agitating among workers. Calls
in the party newspaper for an uprising on February 3 and 6, 1919 resulted in
Kun's arrest and imprisonment. The impLrisonment served to martyr Kun, and
cast the Karolyi regime in the Lepressive light of its predecessor.

Further unrest was fueled by the Allies reinterpreting the BelgLade
Armistice to favot Romanian bOrer :-l.,iins. F;un ~,trongly opposed any moLre
:o:ncessions, and gaine,. fc:,wizg i -he .:-mall republican army. FuLrther
Allied demands for border redrawing, the Vyx demarche of March 20, 1919,
resulted in the fall of the KaL'olyi regime, and the merger of the socialist
political leadership with Kun's Communizt Party. ()n March 21, 1919, Kun came
to power. Joseph Roths.hiild, East Central EuroDe Between the Two World Wars,
143-145.

°0Because Kun hiad _-:.me t-, powe!. ; ,L' el -htough his ,'p[.:L, 'cn t, b,:iet
L lJC ".L r!g ...... 1 ..At p I2 .r- uI r., i :-. A! .J .em , e.i Le :1 1 ."S.' -:, .,:W1

exile. Thie I ennants :-f hi. i7 ,jvetnmerir wp.t: i•," in , t , e -: e
n.e uenes ) CDmmin i.S L IC .I,.:ej.'f [., nh i II, E,.1 I-t J .eft L ct E-L I,,

Between the Two World Wars, 141,-149.
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Kun's successors, in a last ditch effort to secure public

support, conducted an attack on Romania in July which only

succeeded in disintegrating after three days. Unfortunately,

internal conservative opposition used this opportunity to

invite an invasion of Hungary by Romanian forces."b The

Romanians entered Budapest on August 4, 1919, and stayed until

November 14 of the same year. During this time, the Romanians

liquidated the remnants of the Kun regime, and thoroughly

invested and raped the Hungarian capitol. Two days after the

Romanians evacuated Budapest, the conservative administration

formed at Szeged entered the city.b2

The Northern Tier, like its southern neighbor, was born of

chaotic and violent circumstances. By the end of 1919, the

imperial collapse had created in East Central Europe a band of

nominally independent states which purported to represent both

the current needs and historic aspirations of largely

ethnically homogenous populations, but which were subject to

the traditional power equations which mitigated against their

previous existence. That the governments in place in East

Central Europe often failed to represent current needs,

exploited historic aspirations at the expense of neighbors,

•1A group :-f *onservative old r1egme membeLS had retired to the southern
university citj of Szegei ind had L'aiSed an aUmy of sixteen-thousand uider an
Admiral Horthy. Rathel than pit this fOL're against the remaining supporters
of the Communist regime, rhe HoLthy gtL,:01 encou'aged a Romanian invasion so
.hat Romanian f,.Lces :,C>, cimina-a iiniace' ý : p[,lir ica 1 opposition. Joseph

1,3hs-h i ,, East sený,r I EUrore btrwe-rn -:i Two Wcl-,d Wars, 1A2.

",J,: pl ,t .: .. , s :e i , ,:,i.,e Be~wee!4 the ''w: W,,L [, i W L ,
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and only rarely resided over homogenous populations - all

within a formative atmosphere of national passion and

international violence - set in train the seeds of much which

would follow.

The birth of East Central Europe was compounded by a

tragic event adjacent to its borders: the triumph of

Bolshevism and the formation of Soviet Russia. The ten days

in October 1917 within which the Bolshevik coup took place

unleashed on the world a theology, dedicated clerisy, and

traditional power potential both hostile to Western democratic

and social values, and threatening to Western security. As

the Civil War in Russia expanded throughout 1919 and into

1920, and as Bolshevik defeat began to seem less and less

likely, this fact of a hostile and threatening Soviet Russia -

a Russia which, unbeknown to contemporary observers, would be

destined to engage in a bitter seventy-four year contest with

the West - weighed heavily on the minds of those chosen to

fashion a lasting European security.

Within each of the security phases which were to follow,

these unfortunate determinants of haphazard birth and dimly

perceived long-term contest were to provide the foundation

stone upon which alliances were forged and security structures

were built.
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B. CONCLUSIONS

The nations of East Central Europe - Poland,

Czechoslovakia, Hungary (the Northern Tier), Romania,

Bulgaria, Albania, and the inheritors of Yugoslavia (the

Southern Tier) - form a geographic barrier between Russia and

the industrial West. Proceeding from a process of imperial

disintegration, East Central Europe is the product of two

defining realities: violent, chaotic, haphazard birth, and the

formation of a Soviet state in ideological opposition to the

industrial West. These two defining experiences have

constrained the security prospects of East Central Europe to

that of a buffer between East and West.
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IV. AT THE CREATION

"*The path of the world conflagration passes over the
corpse of Poland. ub

The purpose of this chapter is to develop the

circumstances surrounding the creation of the first and second

security phases in East Central Europe, to examine the

political calculations central to the deliberations of the

respective policy makers, and to analyze those factors common

to each phase.

A. 1919: EAST CENTRAL EUROPE AND THE FIRST SECURITY PHASE

The armistice which ended the fighting of the First World

War in November 1918 signalled the end of a Great Power system

which had regulated international affairs since the Congress

of Vienna in 1815. At Vienna, what a later observer would

call, *the misguided, the reactionary, the after all pathetic

aristocrats,* of that time conducted negotiations for a new

system in secret and from a philosophy of 'compensations' and

'transference of souls', reducing the affected populations to

"Pteanack male by Mlkhd Ii 'FIKh,1•,:ri:,/.;k1 luuing the t igqh ing of Týhe
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TABLE I. CHRONOLOGY OF THE EAST CENTRAL EUROPEAN BUFFER

Eastern Europe Russi West.....

1917 co o rdown revolution

with te sacificesofite war
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1939:- ~GermanWI,
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1949.
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1989 collapse

2L~89 revoluti~ons

... ... ...
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were perceived as the systemic and underlying causes which had

led to the fighting, to fashion a new international structure

which would prevent a relapse in the future, and finally, to

overcome any ongoing problems which could be perceived as an

obstacle to such an international structure. A member of the

British delegation, Harold Nicolson. summed up his feelings on

the eve of the conference:

We were journeying to Paris, not merely to liquidate the
war, but to found a new order in Europe. We were
preparing not Peace only, but Eternal Peace. ... We
thought less about our late enemies than about the new
countries which had arisen from their tired loins. Our
emotions centered less around the old than around the new.
;- the concepts 'Germany,' Austria,' Hungary,'
'Bulgaria,' or 'Turkey' were not on the forefront of our
minds. It was the thought of the new Serbia, the new
Greece, the new Bohemia, the new Poland which made our
hearts sing hymns at heaven's gate. ... Bias there was,
and prejudice. But they proceeded, not from any
revengeful desire to subjugate and penalize our late
enemies, but from a fervent aspiration to create and
fortify the new nations whom we regarded, with maternal
instinct, as the justification of our sufferings and of
our victory.bs

Put another way, the Allied delegations approached Paris from

a particular world view which wished to right what were'

perceived as past wrongs, and which then wished to move on to

an active strategy for the future."'

b Harold Nicolson, Peacemaking 1919, 31-33. (emphasis added)

6 bThis in no way means co imply that all of tche Big Four (Britain,

France, the rUnited States, and Italy) held the same WOrld View, Or foL that
matter any greater policy agreement. :r. icAL.,:-ulaL, France wanted to punwsh
2erman- fat: m r,Le than the ,3thet All e., 1, tnle partý ,ulairs of the final
_ emen- we I t e Sw t CI. :I e 1 r:: eq, r L . I.:, I I . 411.-1 "Al ii 1i wi

--,me a.--,7 a.1, 1- that te t -:,--- -, t---------: Vfet en,'e . sha j ,ed IY -Ile
-,elo,: gy )f Woodr,Dw Wilsnri, 11A that b the Ini,41e popiiaP[L ýile6t ige c:,f Wi jlcn i:
£ L,,:oe .1 i-t re,] that the .ea,3:e w-1 .AI te ",i•, t le r: wt with in the
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Concerning those problems which were perceived as an

obstacle to the founding of the new order, how did Allied

leadership at Paris in 1919 fashion strategy, particularly

with regard to the role of East Central Europe?b7

An entire generation of current observers, regardless of

political outlook, has been conditioned by the seventy-five

year reality of Soviet Russia to take Marxism-Leninism

seriously - both as a belief system, political philosophy, and

operating method of government. Soviet statehood has forced

policy analysts to examine Communism on its merits; to

critically analyze the intricacies of the dialectic, and to

guidelines of Wilsonian principles, in particular the Fourteen Points.
Wilson proved difficult to resist for other reasons: in particular, the
publication of the secret treaties by the Central Executive Committee of the
Communist government in Moscow on November 22, 1917 had distilled Allied war
aims to a callous calculation of Creat Power politics. Although the secret
treaties were embarrassing in and of themselves, they were even moLe
dangerous for the Allied governments in that they failed to justify to the
various electorates the slaughter which had taken place by 1917. Jane
Degras, ed., Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy, Vol. I, 1917-1924, (London:
Oxford University Press, 1951), 8-9.

The secret treaties themselves involved territorial compensation to
Italy for joining the Allies, territorial concessions to Romania and Greece,
the partition of Turkey, control of Co nstantinople and the Turkish Straits by
Russia, a plan by France and Russia to redraw Gertman Borders, and an almost
fantastic secret conference between French, British, and German bankers to
compensate Germany territorial losses in the West with Russian territory in
the East. James Bunyan and H.H. Fisher, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1918,
Documents and Materials, Hoover War Library Publications - No.3, (Stanford:
Stanford THniversity Press, 1934), 242.

Contrast these cynical arrangemenrts tc, the Four Principles which guided
Wilson's Fourteen Points, and one undertands the power that Wilson had over
public opinion: "(I) 'Each patrt :-f the final settlement must: be based upon
the essential justice . r th-at parti:u.L case.' (2) 'Peoples and provinces
must not be bartered about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if they were
chattels or pawns in a game.' (2) 'Every territorial settlement must be in
the intereStS of the populatri',:, n.::,',n,:erned; and not as a part of any mere
adjustment: Or .compLomise Of Cains among Lival states.' (4) 'All well
defined national elements; shall be a,:::tde, the utmost satisfaction that can
be accoUded them witho:,utr inCLmrdu :in1g new, Or perpetuating old, elements of
:is,'c."rc and ant-agonism.' Ha ',L,1 PN,':,si, F'eace Makinia 1919, 40-41.

,:7 '.•' . dL1/"• ,-',.].Ai'.vl: ,.gL~q i I -:. rL:,,aI strLateq/ I:,L:,,'ss Ilready

appi icat 'Al rn• :fý ap.ropL .e - L r! 'l - ImrPnr.;.
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intellectually accept or dismiss those intricacies." Such

was not the case for the policy makers who assembled at Paris

in 1919 to assess the threat of Bolshevism - the great

unresolved issue at the conference.ý" British Prime Minister

Lloyd George felt strongly that:

Bolshevik imperialism does not merely menace the states on
Russia's borders. It threatens the end of Asia and is
near to America as it is to France. It is idle to think
the Peace Conference can separate, however sound a peace
it may have arranged with Germany, if it leaves Russia as
it is today.7 0

Active Western opposition to Bolshevism had originally

occurred within a wartime context, and was subject to all of

the distortions and propaganda excess such a context

implied.7 '

bBWhich is to say that practical application goes furthest to
distinguish Marxism from the long and respected line of Western utopian
philosophers. Famous examples include Sir Thomas More's Utopia, from The
Works of Sir Thomas More, 1557, as well as the works of the prominent
socialist utopians of the nineteenth century: Count Henri de Saint-Simon,
Charles Fourier, Robert owen, and Louis Blanc. Joseph R. Strayer, et al, The
Mainstream of Civilization Since 1500, 386, 585-586.

6 9Arno J. Mayer, .Politics and Diplomacy of Peacemaking: Containment and
Counterrevolution at Versailles, 1918-1919, 1967, p.285.

70Comment made in a memorandum Of March 25, 1919. E. Malcom Carroll,
Soviet Communism and Western (uoinion 19!9-1921, Frederic B.M. Hollyday, ed.,
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1965), 4.

7 1The contemporary view of a (ýeLman Empire five-thousand miles in width
seems rather quaint in light of the previous forty-five years of Soviet-
American superpower dominance; it was less so to those at the time,
especially when one keeps in mind that one-hundred million Europeans directly
1-1led foUL'-hu/nrLed million in the assoLte, :olrnies and dominions, that g3reat
Britain, f:.r example, had just con-iludet fifteen years previously a war on
,he Cape of AfLic:a under the imperial "frgan "from Capetown to Cairo,* which
jeLved t:, guaLanrtee a,:es.• ,, a Br i zh-"onrt'.ol ledl Indian subcontinent, and

haD .itat L r-:',.t "f e nt i- :•.:i :, A f L :;2 had been divided amInIg
•e 'le.•t Y�4,:.w , _L Ll tule .&nort LL , em i .:7 t. 1912. Thomas Pakenham, The

-;mble ,L Aftl.,.a the White -in'.: :nn.-t of the Dalk Cont inent fron
1876 to 1912 (New York: Rando:m Hou.•e, 'I), xxi -.xxv.
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The Bolshevik threat did not recede with the Armistice,

however, in part because Western perceptions of the nature of

the Bolshevik threat had become more crystallized - more

clearly in tune with possible domestic political implications.

These domestic implications revolved around the fear and

distaste of what was seen as a growing conglomeration of

spreading revolution, sanctioned illegality, and repressive

tyranny.7 2  Bolshevism was less an idea to be feared in

Accordingly, Western policy maker feared Bolshevik gestures which seemed
consistent with German victory. In light of WWII realities, this Bolshevik-
German link also seems strange, except that the Germans had introduced Lenin
into Petrograd with the understanding that he would remove Russia from the
War. *The aims of the Imperial Government nd of the left wing of the Russian
revolutionaries coincided to a high degree. The willingness of this
government to grant favors may have, on occasions, exceeded the willingness
of the revolutionaries to accept them. .... A socialist revolution was the
(Bolsheviks') aim. To achieve and further it they were prepared to use every
means. Z.A.B. Zeman, Germany and the Revolution in Russia 1915-1918,
Documents from the Archives of the German Foreign Ministry, (London: Oxford
University Press, 1958), x-xi, 25-35. once in Russia, the Bolsheviks did
everything in their power to weaken the Imperial Army, hasten the German
advance, and thus topple the regime in power . Richard Orland Atkinson
"Watching the Russian Army Die,* Haroer's MaQazine, uctober 1918, 618-631.

The public flavor of the times is perhaps best expressed by such
contemporary New York Times editorials as "Surrender Russia and Lose the
War, in which the following phrases can be found: 'Berlin to Tokio! Nothing
less is involved in the swift absorption by Germany of Russia," and I... we
shall be giving Russia over to Germany. and to give Russia over to Germany
means to give the future of the human race over to Germany., 3 June 1918,
p.10:1. Another example in the New York Times is an article by American war
photographer Donald C. Thompson titled: "Lenine Anti-American as Well as Pro-
German." 18 November 1917, p.8:1.

These press perceptions were mirLorLed by govi'irnment policy makers, and
were not helped by the incredible level c:,t incompetence by West-ern reporters
and officials in Russia. For a g,00-3 1 C!,:Liptti,-,n of this incompetence, see
Philip Knightley, The First Casualrty: from Crimea to Vietnam: the War
Correspondent as Hero, Propagandist, ,-nd Myth Maker, (New York: Harcourt
Brace & Jovanovich,1975), 137-170.

War-time fears pL',g11prped a seLies of Allied interventions on Russian
soil, ostensibly to protect Allied supplies from the Germans, which by 1919
involved three-hundred thousand Western trUops. Details of the intervention
can be found in W. Bruce Lincoln, Red Victory, 163-19_.

72COf the three, by far the most dIangerOus, and thu1 the idea that
garnered the most consensus fr-olm the Big Foul at VerLsailles, was L evolutionr.
This feat was :ompouned by the fa-,t ,:,t ve (althuq.Igh r tZhke time, ,ot
MaLrxYst- evo[Jt ions in Chinla and Mexic.:. FLank Cstig4i,-,la, Awkw..Ari]
Dominion: Amer ic:an ol tical . Ec,:,nmt ,.i, Cultura I elat i-"nJs wth Euo',:'e,<,
191>-1933, 19P4, 32-33. The ueiulsicnl ,Ir iliegality was pe'uliau t_0 Wilson,
buJt Impr,3tan bec,3ause ,:,of Amerian L.-,-'5:-WaL fintnc ial srL ?ngth. Wilso-,n
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philosophic repose (in a way that a later generation would

fear Godless Communism), but rather (because of its appeal to

the potential disaffected within domestic working

populations), in action - a violent, irrational, anarchic,

lashing spasm to be contained quickly by an emotionally

exhausted West concerned with rational, ordered legality.

Of grave concern to Western leadership was the headless

transmission mechanism of this dangerous Bolshevik idea, with

its ability to bypass (or for that matter to infect) armies

and governments. 7 3  Whole societies were vulnerable if not

shielded. Furthermore, Western leaders feared the Bolshevik

idea for its potentiali for its ability to grow into a

believed in the political realm as civilized man's highest activity, and the
rule of law as its proper expression. Lenin's decree of 22 November 1917
which effectively outlawed law (and replaced it with "revolutionary
consciousness') was an example of the sort of Bolshevik measure that Wilson
equated with social anarchy. Pipes, D., The Russian Revolution, 1990, p.797,
and Mayer, pp.19-22. The fear of tyranny was consonant with Wilson's
Fourteen Points and a just completed war to save democracy. As the structure
of Eastern Europe was solidified over tile next couple of years, tile inherent
inconsistency between the forces af social anarchy (revolution and
illegality) and the forces of autocraacy became more and more difficult to
reconcile, and Western planners increasingly began to support the latter.

Wilson's views of Bolshevism were supported by Senator Lodge
(isolationist head of the Foreign Relations Committee) who characterized the
Bolsheviks as a band of "anrhlropoid -pes, " whose brand of anarchy, if
*permitted to sLpead roniugh WesterLn Civilization, " would cause "that
Civilization to fall.* quoted in Mayer', p.334, from Congressional Record,
65th Congress, 3rd Session, Senate, Dec--ember 21, 1918.

7
,This tear was fai frLom groundless. The Bolsheviks themselves fully

expected that tile Russian Revolution would set of similar upheavals in the
-restr of Europe, rpaLticula'17y in Germany, and thar a belt of socialist states
4oul.j be formed. Tile f:,rmati,/ns ,t .:,,er Lepu(Mics in Hungary and Bavaria
'n '919 was asssrted by Msow hL,:, .he 1te,:,rd Comintern. Jonathan R.
Ae .:nadn and De1,'OLah Anai. ,imiri , II• ' e L-vie: FOein F: "

N4ew YOLk: HaLper & Rc-w, 1989), 43-47. Ai.-o Adam B. rrlam, Expansion andt
1o.<e4Lstence. S et F'rLm F. icy"I) 17- V7.,, (New " :,': Hlt , Rinlehart .k|i,

Winston, Inc., 1974), lll-125.
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central, rather than peripheral concern."4  Regarding the

view of Bolshevism held by many Americans in particular,

The Bolsheviks ... were consistently characterized .... as
idealistic to the point of fanaticism; as doctrinaire,
impractical, irresponsible, naive. ... It was not as
communists that they were approved of or despised ...
References to Bolshevik 'tyranny' ... were referring to
the tyranny of 'the mob. '7 r

All this is not to say that the Allies did not try to

include some sort of Russian delegation within the confines of

the Peace Conference, or to directly affect the events in

Russia through means other than the armed intervention then

taking place, and it was only after exhausting a number of

different initiatives that the course subsequently embarked

upon was chosen., 6

7 4There was some debate oveU how best to counter Bolshevism's threat to
the West. Central to this debate was the perception of transmission
mechanism. Herbert Hoover in a letter to Woodrow Wilson concerning the
Nansen Plan for humanitarian food aid stated the problem succinctly: 'There
remains ... one more point to be examined, that is whether the Bolshevik
centers now stirred by great emotional hopes will not undertake large
military crusades in an attempt to impose their doctrines on other
defenseless people. ... it seems ... that the whole treatment of the problem
must revolve on the determination of this one question., dated March 28,
1919. Arno J. Mayer, Politics and Diplomacy of Peacemaking, pp.25-26. John
M. Thompson, Russia, Bolshevism, and the Versailles Peace, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1966), pp.39-50.

7 5 Christopher Lasch, The American Liberals and the Russian Revolution,

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1962), 128-131.

7bThe Allied delegations pursued five different initiative toward

solving the Russian problem at the Paris Peace Conference. First,
invitations were extended to the warring factions to meat at a conference on
Prinkipo Island in the Sea of Marmara. Secondly, Winston Churchill tried to
increase Allied involvement in the intervention so as to soften the Bolshevik
position. ThiL'rdlý, William C. Bullitt, secret diplomatic agent on behalf of
"-he British and Ameri:an governments was serir on a mission to Moscow to talk
-,D the Bolshevik leaer.hi,. Fourlth, HerbeLr Hoover planned to coerce the
,.shev .ks th . >ugh the ,, fe' irg :,t fc..} .2 L.,A U :'f the Nanlsen Plan . And

finally, tihe Allies trLied t. pl1ti11Tl>ly mite the var-ious White factions
miJeL an 'ImbLeel,;1 :f Western libeLr l Aet,,,' ay. All Df these initiatives
failed. 3eorge F. Kennan, Russia ,-,;and the West, 121-122.
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Western understanding of the essential political nature of

the threat produced a three-pronged plan of limited and brief

military activity, broad political support for nominally

democratic regimes, and social/technical assistance to combat

adverse living conditions. Military activity can be dismissed

rather quickly, because it lasted the least amount of time,

produced the greatest opposition among domestic electorates,

and furnished the most meager results." The overall plan

(halting and ad hoc as it was) came to be known as the policy

of cordon sanitaire.

The political component of cordon sanitaire demanded

Western support for a series of East Central European regimes

newly formed around Wilsonian national principles, and Western

animosity to an old international order which Wilson in

particular considered a source of Bolshevik discontent ("a

protest against the way the world had workedo7 8 ). By far the

"77At the height of the intervention, the Americans had ten-thousand
troops on Russian soil (almost equally split between the Archangel and
Siberian fronts), the British had *:ne-hundred and forty-thousand tr-oops
(mostly in the Baku and Caspian Sea area), and the French had one-hundred and
fifty-thousand troops (spread out in Poland, the Ukraine, and the Crimea).
These forces were hampered by several things, most noticeably the unexpected
efficiency of the Reds, the inc-ompetence of the Whites, the desire
Iparticularly in Britain and France) tr,- bri:,g the r-Loops home at the end of
the war, and a series of military mutinies (particularly among thte British
and French troops in south Russia). W. Bruce Lincoln, Red Victory, 163-193,
Arno J. Mayer, Politics and Diplomacy of Peacemaking, 602-603, Philip
Knightly, The First Casualty, 138-139.

Some policy makers never lost their enthusiasm for the prospects of
intervention, principal among them being newly appointed Secretary for War
Wlinston Churchill. Churchill believed that twenty-thousand dedicated and
aware men were sufficient fOLr the elimination of rthe Bolsheviks.

7
aState left fLin Wilson t ls .his -t,.itf tWhile aboatrd tnle S.,S. ;e,,rge

4asr-ungrtcn IN . iLanzit to Frlance. A .: .M,_'er, A ,liti:- .n] DiIr'loma,:v ,
Peacemaking, 21.
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strongest element of cordon sanitaire involved concerted

remedial efforts against the social underpinnings of potential

Bolshevik sympathy. American Secretary of State Robert

Lansing succinctly stated the policy objective: "full stomachs

mean no Bolsheviks. .71

Although effective in containing the Bolshevik virus, this

policy of cordon sanitaire had unfortunate side-effects for

the fate of East Central Europe in general, and £!1zterican

ratification of the Versailles Treaty in particular. Western

leaders were forced to acquiesce to many of the territorial

claims of the new states, particularly with regard to

frontiers taken at the expense of a weakened Russia. The two

linchpin states, Poland and Romania, made demands that ensured

overextension and long-term resentments."8  Only by

satisfying a certain portion of the various nationalist

79 Frank Costigliola, Awkward Dominion, 41.
Wilson attacked the social cause of Bolshevism with Herbert Hoover and

the American Relief Administration (ARA). ostensibly a non-political
organization, the ARA assumed almost dictatorial powers over the old imperial
transportation infrastructures of Eastern Europe.. Hoover and his men insured
that all U.S. shipments of grain had prominent American markings - that the
local population was under no illusion that the West, and not Bolshevism, was
the proper course of salvation. Furthermore, the ARA acted overtly to topple
Bolshevik regimes, most notably by increasing aid to Poland during its
campaign against Russia in 1920, and by elimination of aid to Bela Kun's
Hungarian Bolshevik regime during its brief life and war with Rumania.

So concerned were Hoover and WilsoII .,vf-r this relationship between food
and Bolshevism that they acted to:, suIbvert the Anglo-Frenc.1h blockade of
Germany. Britain wished to maintain the blockade as a sure guarantee of
German acquiescence to the Versailles settlement. The French had a more
byzantine design, hoping to use the lure of food to prompt the succession of
various German principalities and regions, thus returning Germany to a pre-
1871 status. Such was the threat of Bolshevism, that Wilson thwarted these
,es1gns. Frank Costigliola, Awkward Dominion, 37-55.

•' '1 o 1 • ..h ccU is: it A. h• , ie e•:s te L'ii ri,:ve zL 1,.ncis hd -', " ,I [ e;1.•y Av e

ex-mMdle,. P,,Rmania was ill tihe pr :.es f tiinmexillq Bes-. atL.ii (modett, n Jiav
M">I .i.- /a) . rDe.Lee :,f tihe .;-u .: ii -f e:' le :o-nu 5.. L 5 bLe.tkinrt L' .Iii -
Aith Pomani a, in Jane DegLasj, e01J., Scviet .ocment. on Fo-reiCn PoIy, 4;).
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ambitions could the West hope to produce popular regime

legitimacy so important in the face of a threat which did not

move with the path of armies. Unfortunately, once the merger

of political and armed threat was accomplished, the new

regimes were in a poor geopolitical position to counter. 81

A second unfortunate side effect of the concessions

granted to the cordon was the permanent codifying of these

border arrangements under Article X of the Covenant of the

League of Nations. Article X was essentially a compromise

between Wilson's world view (so succinctly stated in the Four

Principles), and the necessity to stabilize East Central

Europe in the face of growing anarchic decay. Article X

effectively made illegal subsequent claims for border

readjustments, and pandered to the national sentiment of

states which had advanced through the treaty (such as Poland,

Czechoslovakia, and Romania), while incurring the enmity of

those which had not (such as Germany, Russia, and Hungary).

The real flaw of this compromise made in favor of stability

81Arno J. Mayer, i'oliL.cs and Ditlomacv of Peacemaking, 1918-1919, 340-
341, 602-603.

Because the Versailles system which emerged dated from the revoLutions
of 1918 which preceded the conference, the system could be said to have 'been
created from below by a single overmastering political impulse, that of
nationalism." The Versailles Treaty of 28 June 1919 concerned only Germany,
and affected East Central Europe only so far as it dictated Germany's eastern
borders. A series of what were called 'suburban' treaties gave legal form to
the new system in East Central EuL'ope: the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye of
September 10, 1919 with Aust-ria; the Treaty of Neuilly-sur-Seine of Novemibeu
27, 191') with BulgaL-ia; rhe TLeat; :,f Ty Linon :, June 4, 1920 with HungaLy;

an'.] the TLeadt ,f Lausarwne :.-f ;-ily ý4, wit-h Turkey. MaLt in WiCIqn ,
"Ea.2tern Europe," 226.

subheq'lent .eate ,;i the r .2. er;.lre *:ver Lhe VeLsaiilles Treaty Vea l"
centeCed - t'bind the ac:.: :,:ate,] 2:'ý,,erlanr :.f Lhe Ue?,gue of Nations.
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(demanded by the requirements of cordon) over principle, was

that it became a critical stumbling block to Treaty

ratification in the American Senate (was, in fact, the most

contentious issue in that debate). Failure get American

ratification deprived the cordon of its most powerful patron

within the West, and placed its security fate in the hands of

a France that in the coming years would prove to be less and

less able to provide a believable security guarantee.82

The creation of the first security phase in East Central

Europe was dominated by the threat of Bolshevism and,

subsequently, by a grand strategy which required *the

delimiting of an eastern frontier for Eastern Europe over

against (a) Russia (which) was at that time considered a

greater danger to Europe than defeated Germany.n 83  Western

leadership analyzed Bolshevism as principally an internal

domestic threat (instead of an external military threat),

dangerous because of its translation of ideology into violent,

anarchic, revolutionary action. This threat could best be

contained by shielding Western societies behind a series of

buffer states in Eastern Europe which would at the same time

function as a barrier to Soviet Russia and as a counterweight

84For discussions involving the ratification battle, see Alice R.
Cuaemer, 'Peace - 1921," Current Historv, February 1946, 138-139. Elihu
Root, *Letter to Honorable Will H. Hayes Regarding the Covenant of the League
,:f Nations," American Journal of International Law, March L922, 591-593.
Arthur s. Link, "Wilson and the (reat Debate over Collective Secuuity,* in
Arthur S. Link, ed., The Imoact of World WaL I, (New YoLk: Harper & Row,
169), 129-147.

d3Martin Wight, "Eastern Europe," 240.
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to a weakened Germany. Within this series of buffer states,

the two central actors of the cordon sanitaire were Poland and

Romania.84

Several separate policies made the cordon sanitaire

possible. The first involved political support for the

national aspirations of the affected regimes. This support

issued forth from the Western Allies, who, alone as the

dominant military survivors of the war, were given the project

of drawing the map of Europe and codifying the results.

Secondly, the use of food relief as a blunt instrument by the

Americans encouraged the survival of regimes sympathetic to

the role of cordon, while condemning regimes hostile to

containment of Bolshevism."' Thirdly, the continued support

of the French in the face of American political isolation and

British indifference, insured a continued orientation towards

the cordon role. French maintenance of the cordon sanitaire

was guaranteed by treaties of friendship and alliance with

84The Polish conquest of East Galicia had resulted in a common frontier
with Romania. In 1921, Poland and Romania signed a mutual security alliance
against Russia which was to last until the outbreak of the Second World War.
'Together the two Powers, one a Baltic state and the other a Danubian and
Black Sea state, held the neck of Europe against the Bolshevik menace from
the east." Martin Wight, *Eastern Europe,' 241.

8•Specifically, the ARA's conduct during the Romanian-Hungarian conflict
in 1919 contributed greatly to eliminating any remaining legitimacy of Kun's
successoLr regime. In general, the fact that Hoover's ARA was meticulous in
ensuring that StaLrving populations Under's•t,:,CV,, that America aid alone was
r'esponsible EOL" the relief effr,Lt went a long way towards promoting Westeln
ValIes (sOcl, as a L :,, cause :,f WeP tern perfrm:,LMance) over the values Df
Bolshevism.
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Poland in 1921, Czechoslovakia in 1924, the Locarno Pact in

1925,86 Romania in 1926, and Yugoslavia in 1927.

The Versailles system which was emplaced in East Central

Europe in 1919 was the result of a broad strategy process

which determined security goals in relation to the threat of

Bolshevism, formulated grand strategy through the cordon

sanitaire, and conducted this grand strategy through a variety

of policy instruments, economic, political, and military.

Effective with regard to its primary threat, the cordon

sanitaire was fully realized by a series of treaties which,

according to one analyst, 4marked the high point of Eastern

Europe as a political ridge or wall. Thenceforth it was

subject to steady ... erosion, unwittingly preparing for

German expansion ten years later." 87

B. 1945: STALIN, EASTERN EUROPE, AND THE SECOND SECURITY

PHASE

At the conclusion of the Second World War, his Red Army

firmly in possession of most of Eastern Europe, Stalin alone

among the Allies who had fought against Germany was positioned

to dictate the security structures which would dominate the

8 bThe Locarno Pact was the first step in the weakening of the Versailles

system in East Central Europe. A distinction was made between Germany's
western frontier, which was multilaterally guaranteed by France, Belgium,
Britain, Italy, and Germany, and Germany's eastern frontiec, which was not
guaranteed by Britain. British veticence implied that the German-Polish
border was less sacrosanct, and thus put into question all of the agreements
guaLanteed by Article X of the League Covenant. Martin Wight, *Eastern
Ell Cope, 4 247.

8 7Martin Wight, "EasteLn EuLope," 247.
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post-war world in East Central Europe. 8 8  In this position

Stalin was confirmed by numerous Allied war councils,

beginning first with Teheran in November 1943, then with Yalta

in February 194589, and finally with Potsdam in July 1945.'"o

88For this end, the Red Army had expended a great deal of effort.
Beginning in the summer of 1944, much of Soviet military strategy was
oriented towards post-war political desires. In August 1944, Romania
switched sides and declared war on Germany. Despite this gesture, the Red
Army subsequently occupied the entire country. In September 1944, Bulgaria,
which had been neutral towards Russia, tried to sue the Americans and British
for peace terms. On September 6, the Russians declared war on Bulgaria, and
occupied it before an arrangement could be made with the West. Subsequently,
the Red Army became involved in the very costly battle for Hungary, and
especially for Budapest. In all of these efforts, Soviet forces would have
been better served by concentrating in Poland towards the quick defeat of
Germany. Adam B. Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence, 363-364.

8 9Prior to Yalta, on October 9, 1944, Winston Churchill made a trip to
Moscow to discuss the post-war settlement. Eager to limit Soviet gains,
Churchill proposed an agreement on a series of spheres of influence. The
percentages, calculated with no apparent basis in mind, guaranteed a
Russian/British sphere of, respectively, 90/10 in Romania, 10/90 in Greece,
50/50 in Hungary and Yugoslavia, and 75/25 in Bulgaria-_ Churchill, who felt
immediately guilty over this doaument which disposed of whole societies as
pawns (in contrast to the lofty ideals of a previous generation of
peacemakers), proposed that the incriminating document be burned. Stalin,
who felt few such feelings, told Churchill to keep the document for himself.

The result of this geopolitical horse-trading was to practically
guarantee for Stalin a dominant position in every country involved except
Greece - either by giving to Soviet Russia the predominant percentage, or by
being unable to overcome the influence of the Red Army occupation where the
percentages were equal. Adam B. filam, Expansion and Coexistence, 364.

90The central debate in each of these conferences concerned the status
of Poland. Britain'and France had gone to war over an alliance with Poland,
and the Polish government in exile (the London Poles), as well as a
significant number of Polish troops were fighting on behalf of the Allies.
For these reasons Churchill said to Stalin at Yalta that for Britain, 'Poland
was a matter of honour: it was for Poland that Britain had drawn the sword
against Hitler. Michael Charlton, The Eagle and the Small Birds - Crisis in
the Soviet Empire: from Yalta to Solidarity, (Chicago: The Irniversity of
Chicago Press, 1984), 16.

Stalin, however, wanted any post-war Polish government to be run by
Polish communists of Moscow's own choosing (the Lublin Poles, soon to become
the Provisional Polish Government). Much of what was subsequently blamed on
Yalta, the inclusion of the Lublin Poles in the prominent cabinet positions
of the post-war government, was largely decided at Teheran. Adam B. Ulam,
Expansion and Coexistence, 363-383.

Perhaps the single greatest reason for Western acceptance of Soviet
demands was the fear that the tremendous effoLrts and even greater losses of
the Red Ar-my woul,] lead thie Sovietj to r .:,:ept a .eparate pea.:e with fe(Lnan.
In retrospect th1is feat was pooUly founded, but nonetheless it dominated many
,f tne decisioIns which leJ to) Western ,n,:ess,:,ns. Ge,:,rge F. Kennan, Rusjia
and the West, 340.
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Although much criticism was subsequently leveled against the

political leadership which acquiesced to this dominant Soviet

position, circumstances made any other position difficult to

execute, and in fact the West was reacting to a foregone

reality.

In broad terms, the objectives regarding East Central

Europe which the Paris Peace Conference sought to address in

1919 were fairly well known (remarkably so compared to

previous diplomatic practice). Such was not the case with

regard to the motives which guided Soviet policy in 1945. A

number of both competing and complementary explanations

suggest themselves for the path of subsequent Soviet activity:

first, that East Central Europe provided a springboard for the

expansion of a global Communist conspiracy into Western

Europe; secondly, that East Central Europe was to serve as a

buffer, primarily against a resurgent German military threat;

and thirdly, that East Central Europe was to serve as a

buffer, but primarily against the political threat to regime

survival posed by Western industrial democracy.

Concerning the use of East Central Europe as a highway

into the West, evidence revolves around what Stalin thought,

as opposed to how Stalin acted. An observer close to Stalin

both before and during the war recalled two separate

instincts, one national and the other international: "it is

engraved on my memory that Stalin ... was not only inspiring

Russian nationalism but was himself inspired by it and
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identified himself with it.""I Despite this observation,

interpretations of Soviet policy which revolve around the

motive of Fussian Great Power chauvinism ignore the further

observation that despite this national urge, Stalin, while he

"did not substantially develop the ideas of Communism, ...

championed them and brought them to realization in a society

and a state. He (Stalin) did not construct an ideal society

... but he transformed backward Russia into ... an empire that

is ever more resolutely and implacably aspiring to world

mastery." 9" The question then was how implacable or resolute

was Stalin's commitment to world mastery (at least in the

near-term) when compared to subsequent activities in East

Central Europe.

Yugoslavia soon provided the test case that determined

which Stalin, the nationalist or internationalist, would

dictate the course of events in East Central Europe. In May

1945, Tito's Yugoslav forces moved into the Italian province

of Venezia Giulia and subsequently invaded Trieste. Efforts

by the Allied commander in Italy to dissuade Tito from this

course proved ineffective, and the prospect of armed conflict

between the Allies and the Yugoslavs over the fate of the

Istrian Peninsula loomed large. Churchill advised Truman to

I IMilovan Djilas was a Yugoslav Communi3t who spent part of the war in
Moscow, Dften in iLect :ontact with Stalin. Milovan Ojilas, Conversations
with Stalin, 7Lanslate,J by Michael f . Petucv'ich, (San Diego: Harvest 'HBJ

k, s k , HaL',oiut 1 Lr are ,'1van, 17t Ih, 96- , 6 2 .

'Mi lovan Dj i las, C(,nveLsatins with Stalin, 190.
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halt the movement of troops out of Europe and into the Pacific

in preparation for open hostilities. Although Truman

hesitated in taking this open measure, Tito voluntarily and

reluctanrly retreated from Trieste and agreed to an Allied

demarcation line. 9"

Three years later, when Moscow and Belgrade openly split

over the issue of the Greek Civil War, both the degree to

which Moscow had been irritated by Yugoslav moves at Trieste

while consolidation in Poland was taking place, as well as the

resulting anger by Yugoslav Communists over the lack of Soviet

support for ideological advancement became public knowledge.

This Soviet stance indicated a preoccupation with

con.. 1 idation of Russian gains, rather than an emphasis on

revolutionary expansion. This analysis of Soviet motives was

further supported by the causes of the Soviet-Yugoslav split

itself. Yugoslav support for the Greek Communists (a product

of expansionist motives) against the desires of Soviet policy

(which feared Western reprisal9 4 ) prompted Moscow to end

support for the Yugoslav regime. The conclusion drawn from

the Yugoslav example was that Stalin acted in East Central

''Alam B. rijam, Ex)ansIs n ani exisen:e, 384

' 4A legit imare EeaU, subsequently fulfilled by the Trulmanl Do,'trLine.
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Europe from the national motive, and did not plan to use East

Central Europe as a highway into the West. 9'

Concerning the use of East Central Europe as a buffer,

primarily against a resurgent German military threat, Russian

losses in the Great Patriotic War, coupled with the near

consummation of German victory, made the need for a geographic

buffer real, and the desire for such a buffer reasonable.

Especially with regard to the traditional Polish invasion

route, the motive of physical security was felt acutely.

Although the need for a physical buffer provides a good

explanation for Soviet post-war activities in East Central

Europe, it by no means provides a complete explanation,

particularly with regard to the Soviet conquest of Romania,

Bulgaria, and Hungary already mentioned, as well as with

regard to the subsequent political activity within those

particular countries. The path of consolidation in East

9S In a conversation to Tito at the end of the war, Stalin admitted that,
"today socialism is possible even under the English monarchy. Revolution is
no !ongeL necessary everywhere. Just recently a delegation of British
LaDourites was here, and we talked about this in paLticular. Yes, there is
much that is new. Yes, socialism is possible even under an English king."
Milovan DOilas, Conversations with Stalini, 113.

Adam B. Hlam, Exroansion and Coexisten.::e, 384.
The public face given to this dispute is illuminated by the 'Statement

of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia on the
Resolution of the Informartion Bureau of Communist Parties on the Situation in
the Communist Party ,/of Yugoslavia, June 29, 1948, excerpted from The Soviet-
{'iosla" Disoute, (Lndon & New '{oLk: (,xfrDLd riniversity Press frL tihe Royal
Institute of int ernational Affairs, i948) ,71-79 in Alvir Z. Rubinsrein, ed.
The Foreign PolicP:y of the soviet inion, (New '{,rLk: Random House, 1960), 26.1-
265.

64



Central Europe suggested other than purely military

motives.""

Perhaps the best understanding of Soviet security

objectives comes from the assertion that like that faced by

his Western predecessors twenty-six years earlier, Stalin's

threat was essentially political, revolved around the peculiar

vulnerabilities of a Russian society too long ruled by

absolute dictatorship, and required the use of East Central

Europe as a buffer, primarily against the challenge to regime

survival posed by Western industrial democracy. This view,

predicated on an analysis that the peculiar circumstances of

Imperial Russia, the Bolshevik coup, the Civil Wac, and the

subsequent years of Party rule had produced a certain official

paranoia, was summarized by George F. Kennan:

Now the outstanding circumstance concerning the Soviet
regime is that down to the present day this process of
political consolidation has never been completed and the
men in the Kremlin have continued to be predominantly
absorbed with the struggle to secure and make absolute the
power which they seized in November 1917. They have

96Jan Van Qudenaren, Detente in Europe: The Soviet Union and the West

since 1953, (Durham: Duke University Press, 1991), 5-6.
The problems of a purely military explanation are explained succinctly

by Adam Ulam: *Why in their satelites, did the Soviets ruthlessly and
speedily crush all effective opposition, rather than follow the Finnish
model? Prudence would seem to have argued that a cautious approach, leaving
Poland or Hungary internal autonomy after securing their subordination in
matters concerning foreign policy and defense, was preferable to a policy
that so grated on western sensitivities and that made inconceivable that
technical and financial aid from America which was so badly needed by the
ruined Russian economy.'

That the flow of Soviet foreign policy was not a product of potential
Western military aggression is fucther evidenced by the extensive
demobilization following the war. In 1960, Khrushchev released the following
fiqules '- rthe Supreme Soviet: Soviet mobilization during the war ha- c-limised
fzm a pe-waL level ,£ 4,2(7,!)00 men to 11,365,000 men by 1945. By 1948,
ttai tr-LDOp levels in the Soviet almed foLr,:es wel'e 2,874,000 men. Adam B.
uTlam, Exoansioni and Coexistence, 400, 403-404.
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endeavored to secure it primarily against forces at home,
within Soviet society itself. But they have also
endeavored to secure it against the outside world. 9 7

Despite the very real belief in Communist orthodoxy

(reminiscent of Woodrow Wilson's genuine belief in national

self-determination), and genuine geopolitical concerns,

Stalin, and through him Soviet policy in East Central Europe,

was primarily concerned with regime survival. The greatest

threat to regime survival was exposure of Soviet society to

the dangerous contagion of Western pluralist industrial

democracy. The transmission of the political threat by a sort

of frictional osmosis produced for Stalin the need to shelter

Russian society from casual contact with a dangerous Western

virus.98

Certainly Soviet conduct immediately following the war

provides ample circumstantial evidence to support this view.

Russian agricultural production, barely recovered from the

impact of collectivization, had been destroyed in the war.

Total industrial production, despite investments made in

Siberia, had been reduced by fifty percent. Russian

industrial effort, geared towards a massive reconstruction

)7George F. Kennan, *Sources of Soviet Conduct,* originally printed in
Foreign Affairs, XXV, No.4, July 1947. Reprinted in AmeLican Diplomacy,
1900-1950, (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1951), 111.

'This view has some precedent. The pLincipal calculation :Ihat leI k,:,
Staiin's .iigning of the Njazi-Sovietr Piat wao the -Dnviýc• , ion :,n he paLt o
.Stalin tnat -any war, fought onl Soviet soil, ... in the end would sPei 1
lisajter to the regime and to hi wn ' e:'WoTa power." Adam B. Uilam,
Exoansion and Coexistence, 400.
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program, required that wartime measures regarding work hours

and worker discipline be maintained in spite of the promise of

prosperity for the population implied by victory. To ensure

that discipline was continued, any exposure to the outside

world which might taint renewed efforts was ruthlessly sought

out and suppressed. 9 9

This internal repression took many forms: whole

populations which were exposed to the German occupation were

sent to forced labor camps; Americans and the British were

portrayed in official propaganda as enemies; a campaign

synonymous with Foreign Minister Andrei Zhdanov was conducted

to purify Soviet culture; foreign contributions to Russian

progress were routinely denounced. Added to these measures

was a general worry on the part of the regime concerning the

exposure of millions of soldiers to conditions outside of

99Adam B. Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence, 401-403.
This need for repression was in part a response to how growth was

traditionally managed in the Soviet command economy. The post-war
reconstruction wished to mimic the methods and sUcess of its predecessor,
the first five year plan of 1928-1932. Largely successful as a mobilization
scheme, initial industrialization succeeded for several reasons. The
collectivization of agriculture provided a large pool of cheap industrial
labor. Concentration on heavy industv.y at the complete neglect of consumer
goods production insured that a large portion of wages could be ploughed back
into capital investment rather than squandered on consumption. The injection
of these high rates of investment into the economy produced a corresponding
explosion in capital growth of ten to twelve percent per year. This growth
was possible largely because of the freezing of living standards at 1928
levels which was further made possible by the willingness of the state
apparatus to brutalize Soviet society.

Post-war reconstruction demanded that not only would this pattern be
repeated (which it was successfully), but that living standards were to be
reduced rto below even 1928 levels, ar a time when long-term sacrifice raised
t.he hope ,Df prOSpierty rather than ,.ontinued privation. The need to manage
this hope by restricting it frDm knowledge of better alternatives was a

-,!I r al nee, -,cf the r.,ýc.t-wa E, v:et regime. A. BeLgson, " . he ,, achev
R~e'io it on." Journal of Economl.M- Issues, u)ctober 1987, 3 . R. Kellogg,
"M,Ddelieig Soviet Modernizatio-n: an Eco,:,nmy in Transition," 'viet Ecnomv
April 1988, 36.
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Soviet borders, and the conduct by that regime of renewed

political purges. All of these pieces of evidence *suggest

very forcibly that a decisive factor in the shift of Soviet

foreign policy following the war was the internal one.""'

Soviet understanding of the essential political nature of

the threat produced a social attack on the populations of East

Central Europe, the specifics of which are broadly known. The

complete closing of East Central European societies by puppet

Stalinist regimes, backed by powerful internal political

police forces,' and ultimately guaranteed by the threat of

Soviet military intervention - the overall process of

satellite formation - served as an effective long-term shield,

as a cordon sanitaire in reverse (though of a more sinister

nature for the various East Central European societies, given

the totalitarian nature of the regimes under which they had to

live).

('°'These purges -tai'ted first within the military, as prominent marshais
were remc.ved to obscure pbsitions. Zhdanov died in 1948, and all .:ýf his
supporters were subsequently purged, as were the leaders of the Leningrad
P'arty apparatus. Adam B. Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence, 400-403.

Two polit:ies which would come much later indicated that subseciue.,t
Soviet leadership continued to view the Western threat as a political one
,.ited at the Russian society. The first involved Soviet toleration -,f

".n: ted etonomi- liberal izat ion in Hungary under Janos Kadar (a
l'_erailzation ,contrary ro Marxism, and not copied by Moscow). The second
•;i,:,.ved Soviet toleration of foreign policy independence by Romania's
:eau.:escu 'an independence which theoretically could have translated into
-:Iert geopolitical vulnerability). In both cases, Soviet toleration seems

:..,er:- i'.ee : u•g~it. "-,uI ,ughl a.• 1,es t Dio1it ical repressLon and cntrc i
+. •!te. 2e essentai 'la" i.t L *:, the SOvieC C,-oriJol 'was In zlo r

* j ,Jc~,:,:3epn ?,thsh' l,, ReturLn t,: DiveLsity: It Pollti-al Hi..t,:,LV *

:.m CellntL.i1 Euiope Since World War r,:, 'New York: txfor'd T niVerL'Sit" ' .-
".0R ), 203-204, 163.
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A standard debate revolves around the degree to which

Stalin actually planned the eventual Soviet satellite-ization

of East Central Europe, with some suggesting Western

vacillation as the primary culprit. Perhaps the correct

answer lies somewhere in between: Stalin had a definite

political goal, but that political goal was tempered by

physical security concerns which fluctuated with geography.

This led to a flexible strategy which reflected strong

ambitions for a quick process of political subjugation in the

Northern Tier, and a willingness to temper those ambitions in

the Southern Tier, with the overall process always subject to

calculations of Western response. In this way Soviet policy

was definitely facilitated by Western diplomatic

mismanagement."'

Nonetheless, between 1945 and 1948, Communist

administrations completely loyal to Moscow seized power in

Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. The

process in each of these countries progressed through three

ident-cal stages. In the first stage, government was run by

a coalition of Communists and returning exiles, with the

exiles given positions of great public visibility while the

Communist ministers retained the true positions of power."':

These Communists used the power of their ministries to move

'1 Jan Van iudenaren, Detente in EUL'ope, 5-23.

zSuch .,.: the Min.:tL'y Ot Defense whic:h c:ntcolled the ;aL-1y, ,r t-he
Mnisntry Of the Interior, which controlled the se7ret police.
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their governments into the second stage. In this stage,

Communist purges removed popular leaders from positions in the

opposition parties, and opposition parties were not allowed to

criticize Communist policy. Opposition could be expressed

outside the government, but not within the government itself.

The third stage was a completion of this process, with

opposition parties completely abolished or, at the very best,

completely marginalized. By 1948 the process of satellite-

ization had been completed in all of East Central Europe

excluding Yugoslavia and Albania."°3

Maintenance of the East Central European buffer required

extensive Soviet commitments,'1 4 and, when those commitments

failed, active military intervention (the most prominent of

which occurred against the Hungarian uprising in 1956, and the

Prague Spring in 1968) These commitments and

103In Poland, the initial regime in 1945 was already in the second
stage. By summer 1945, Romania and Bulgaria were both in the second stage.
Hungary reached the third stage in spring 1947, as did the last hold-out,
Czechoslovakia, in February 1948. Czechoslovakia was a unique case, because
the Soviet Army had withdrawn from it in December 1945, and the process of
satellite-ization requiied a much noticeable coup against the elected
government. Because this coup was not executed gradually, in an unnoticed
way common to the other countries, the Czech process signalled one of the
turning points in Western perceprions of Soviet intentions. Hugh Seton-
Watson, The New Imperialism, a Background Book, (Chester Springs,
Pennsylvania: Dufour Editions, 1961), 80-82.

Michael Charlton, Eaale and the Small Birds, 53-54.

104Notably the formation of the Warsaw Pact in 1955 in response to the
joining of West Germany to NATO, and the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance, which enforced bar-ter trade arrangements between bloc members.
David L. 71arke, *Some Revelations About the Warsaw Pact,* Ret, ort ,Ti Eastern
EuL-h'ue, May 3, 1991, 35.

'"Michael Charlton, Eagle and the Small Birds, 135-136.
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interventions found a systemic expression in 1968, with the

articulation of the Brezhnev Doctrine:

... Nobody interferes in the concrete measures taken to
improve the socialist system in the different socialist
countries. ... However, the picture changes fundamentally
when a danger arises to socialism itself in a particular
country. ... the Communists of the fraternal countries
could not allow the socialist states to be inactive in the
name of an abstractly understood sovereignty, when they
saw that the country stood in peril of anti-socialist
degradation.

1 0 6

What Soviet policy desired was an international recognition of

the Brezhnev Doctrine coupled with the specific desire to

legitimize and make permanent the Soviet gains at Yalta,

particularly with respect to Germany. 10 7

These desires, coupled with more general strategic designs

aimed at the West,' 0 8 prompted Soviet leadership to seek a

pan-European security conference the fulfillment of which,

beginning in 1954, and acquiring increased urgency by 1969,

106 Harold Russel, "The Helsinki Declaration: Brobdingnag or Lilliput?"
American.Journal of International Law, 1976, 253-254. Leonid I. Brezhnev,
"The Brezhnev Doctrine, speech by the Soviet Communist Party General
Secretary at the fifth congress of the Polish United Workers' Party, Warsaw,
November 12, 1968, current Digest of the Soviet Press, 20, no. 46, 3-4.
Vojtech Mastny, ed., Helsinki, Human Rights, and European Security, Analysis
and Documentation, (Durham: Duke University Press, 1986), 48.

107 Carol O'Hallaron, 'Human Rights as Realpolitik: the ITnited States in
the CSCE," in RUSI and Brassev's Defence Yearbook, (London: 1991), 64.

108Post-Yalta Soviet policy pursued up until August 1991 a broad
strategic design. This strategic design intertwined three themes with regard
to European security. The first theme involved the efficacy of an all-
European system, to include nuclear-weapons-free-zones and the simultaneous
dissolution of NATO and the Warsaw Pact. A second theme of Soviet strategy
das that peace would be best serve] thLc1,ugh tChe mutual :ooperation Of Western
EUuLpe with the socialist :cmmunit'Y. A thiLd and complementary theme was
that American mnlitary and / IuI leaL u[ exence in Europe was unwel come aind
damaging with respect to EuLope' truue je.curity interests, as Moscow defined
them. Discussion by Dr. IYo st, NS 4720, 1ctober 10, 1991.

71



occupied a consistent and prominent position within Soviet

foreign policy."'9 ,The resulting Conference on Security and

Cooperation in Europe which met at Helsinki in 1975 was to

have been for the Soviets the systemic fulfillment of a Soviet

conquest concluded thirty years previously:

the creation of a military glacis beyond the Soviet
Union's western frontier. (Which) offered another cardinal
advantage -the insulation of the mass of Soviet citizens
at home from the allurements of the capitalist West, with
its material seductions and its individual freedoms, while
the heirs of Lenin got on with 'the building of
Communism,. 10

Helsinki in 1975 was the high point of the Soviet use of East

Central Europe as a buffer against the West.

Soviet leadership (like the Western leadership that had

preceded it), analyzed the danger before it principally as an

internal domestic threat, of long-term concern because of the

potential translation of ideology into popular challenge to

the regime. This threat could best be contained by a grand

strategy which shielded Soviet society behind a series of

buffer states in East Central Europe - behind a series of

political satellites. The process of satellite formation was

made possible by political and military support of Stalinist

puppet regimes. Because of the unpopular nature of this

support, the efforts of Soviet leadership required a

sustained, long-term active Soviet political and military

-'f.l "n Ucefl, -e1 , Detentre in EUL:roe, 7 319-340.

'1 "Michael Charl:,n, The Eaale and rhe Small Biols, 135.
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involvement, which eventually sought international approaval

and codefication through the use of a pan-European security

conference.

C. CONCLUSIONS

The formation of both the first and second security phases

in East Central Europe was prompted by a similar assessment of

security objectives, and grand strategy necessary to meet

those objectives. The structures which emerged from each

security phase diverged, however, in the application of

specifical policy instruments to fulfill grand strategy. This

divergence resulted from the reaction by East Central European

societies towards the extension of hegemony in each particular

phase, brought on mainly by differences in the internal

characteristics of the hegemon itself. The effects of this

popular reaction were to have significant implications for the

fate of each respective phase, and are the subject of

subsequent analysis.
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V. FROM BUFFER TO HIGHWAY

"OThe Russians of the tsars as well as the Bolsheviks had
been more odious than the Germans, whom we detest.*...

The previous chapter analyzed the formation of the first

two security phases in East Central Europe, and from that

analysis managed to sketch a series of rough parallels between

the hegemonic power in each phase, the generic strategy

process, and the subsequent role of East Central Europe within

a larger European security structure. The purpose of this

chapter is to expose further parallels through analysis of the

collapse of the first two security phases, specifically with

regard to the evolving internal weaknesses of the hegemonic

power within each phase, as well as with regard to the role of

East Central Europe as a catalyzing agent in that evolving

weakness. These two factors explain, particularly with regard

to East Central Europe, what one analyst has described as:

the ambiguity of a buffer zone, which may be created as a
barrier or containing wall, but is liable to be
transformed, by a watershed of power into an extent of
low-lying flats, open to inundation by the floods from
either side." 2

11 1Comment by General Smigly-Rydz, chief of the Polish At-my, during
talks with French General Gamelin in WaLsaw in July 1936 on the possibility
*of a Polish-Soviet-French treaty against Germany. William L. Shi'er. Thie

...1apose of the Third . Rerublic, an incruirv into the Fall of FLance in 1940,
lNew York: Simon and Sch'IsteL, 1961), 315.

ihMartin Wight. "Easter'n Eur.ope," 207-208.
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A. 1922-1945: THE COLLAPSE OF THE VERSAILLES SYSTEM

The Versailles system emplaced in East Central Europe in

1919 was to have been guaranteed by the Big Four, operating

under the aegis of the League of Nations. The system itself

was to operate as a wall against Bolshevik influence from the

East, as well as a counterbalance to a recovered Germany in

the center of Europe."' 3 Support of the small states in East

Central Europe which were the embodiment of this strategy

required that the Big Four cooperate in regional political

initiatives, and contribute willingly assets unique to each

power but necessary for conmon objectives. When the Big Four

began to disintegrate as a political alliance, it weakened

irreparably the ability of the League to regulate the

Versailles system, and the resolve of individual members to

sacrifice assets for the maintenance of the system in East

Central Europe.

This disintegration transferred the identity of the West

from a group of liberal democracies acting in concert under

Wilsonian international principles,"' to single countries,

or alliances of countries, often fascist dictatorships, which

1 13
.France was the chief architect of the dual conception of the new

Eastern Europe. It was the last phase of her tradition of making alliances
in the rear of the Hapsburg or German enemy.' Martin Wight, "Eastern
Europe,* 235.

1 14This is certainly an oversimplification, but a reasonable one with
-?gaid tr:, East Cent Lal EurOpe. Even though the Big Four had signifi,-ant
Iisagreements :,n specific- policy issues, on a broader level týhey were able tr,:
eXprUess a pobl icy ;cierence which is lli t rate] by the r-eat ictln Of t-he
Versailles system Itself.
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acted from principles which were the antithesis of Wilsonian.

Consequently, Western hegemony over East Central Europe took

a turn which almost guaranteed conflict with Soviet Russia,

and in turn ushered Soviet troops, and with them Communism,

into East Central Europe. Given this analysis, the cordon

sanitaire of East Central European states performed its overt

purpose remarkably well. The arrival of the Red Army in

Berlin in 1945 proceeded not from an act of Soviet armed

aggression, nor did it proceed from the internal revolutionary

political upheaval so greatly feared by Western leadership

twenty-six years earlier. Communism arrived in East Central

Europe as a consequence of internal political and moral

failure within the West.

The United States was the first to depart from support of

the Versailles system in East Central Europe, by publicly

rejecting the provisions of the Versailles Treaty during

Senate ratification. Rejection of the Versailles system,.

coupled with the victory of the Harding candidacy in the 1920

presidential election, signalled the beginning of an American

policy of isolation from European security affairs. "5 This

II1 A number of important caveats need to be made to this common
perception of isolationism. From 1920 to 1922, America fundamentally
withdrew from European affairs, not only at a political and security level,
but with regard to economic aid and financial investment as well. Poland in
particular invited Amr ican businesses to invest, believing that this would
create a stake in Polai.2 for American policy makers. finfortunately, American
businessmen were reluctant to invest in so unstable a region, which many
thought would not long survive. Also, Eolish fiscal rolicies (which
,ef'ected the financial ,iffi:ýulties taking place 3arcsO Eas.t 1ential Eur'p&
hlad Lesulted in a hyper-inflation which in many ways Livaled (rermaIIV's (tne
Poliisn mark in 1919 was begged at the 9.8 to the dollar; by 1922, the rare
was 17,800 to the dollar. This prompted a Wall Street Journal analysis that
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isolation became less complete beginning in 1922, however, as

American policy makers began to become increasingly concerned

about the growing economic chaos in Europe, especially as to

the degree that such chaos affected relations between France

and Germany."16  Consequently, the Harding administration

embarked upon a policy of economic diplomacy, "a complex

network of commercial and financial relationships that linked

American well-being to the restoration of European stability

... while rejecting political entanglements and strategic

commitments in the Old World.""' Nonetheless, although

American isolation was not as complete as is often portrayed,

isolationism removed from the Versailles system the one power

Poland's fiscal policy could "only be called the finest bid for bankruptcy
ever made by any modern State in Europe with the sole exception of Russia.').
Furthermore, immediate post-war American policy discouraged foreign loans for
domestic economic reasons.

This situation changed in 1922, when Secretary of State Charles Evens
Hughes called for a new international conference to restructure the
reparations payments schedule of Germany. The result of this conference, the
Dawes Plan of 1924, gave a two-hundred million dollar loan to Germany against
her war debt. This loan effectively returned American policy to a presence
in Europe, acting through the economic policy instr•ument. Neal Pease Poland,
the United States, and the Stabilization of Eurorpe, 1919-1933, (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1986), 14-25.

"IloThis concern prompted even such a staunch isolationist as Senator
Borah to Comment that 'we are drifting, drifting, while the most serious
conditions the world has ever experienced are calling for bold and determined
-ctiojn..... We are verging ... upon another world War, and even if it does
rot L-esuit in war, it will result in such utter economic chaos as would have
a more destructive effect upon civilization and upon peoples than war

. Mel'rin ". Leffler, The Elusive Qluest - America's Pursuit of
-- • :.oean a I i an] French Secur itv, 1919-1933, (Chapel Hill: The
[�ri'v=is c , 'Lth CaL-oI1:la PLess , 97)9 , 41-42.

1 7 Me!lr/n P. Letfler, The Elusive tyuest, 79.
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with the resources essential for successful

administration." 3

The second of the Big Four to depart from support of the

Versailles system, 19 also for domestic political reasons,

was Italy. The liberal government which had entered Italy in

the war on the side of the Allies in 1915 was a picture of

apparent stability framed by a host of destabilizing

influences 12 0  These destabilizing influences proved

irresistible when coupled with the disappointments incurred by

the Italian delegation at Paris.'12  The combination of

11 8Economic diplomacy found its g-reatest obstacle in French policy,
which often included high tariff barriers, was ill-disposed to adjusting
reparations payments based on the German ability to pay, and which continued
to spend what the Americans considered to by unjustifiably high amounts on
defense expenditures. In this way, American policy weakened the Versailles
system further, by discouraging a French military posture Which would make it
effective (especially in the absence of any matching commitments from the
other powers).

In another sense, however, economic diplomacy was a godsend to the
Versailles system, if only because it was better than no involvement at all.
The failure of economic diplomacy is the subject of subsequent discussion,
but it opened the door to German penetration in East Central Europe. Melvyn
P. Leffler, Elusive quest, 81.

119 Insofar as support implied a unified view of security issues in East
Central Europe as defined by France.

12 0 In the two decades prior to the war, three distinct challenges had
presented themselves to the Italian liberal state. The first was the working
class movement, especially virulent in the north. The second was the
nationalist movement, which wanted to restore Italy to the 3tatus once held
by the Roman Empire. The third was the futurist movement, closely linked to
the nationalists, which disdained Italy'.- antiquarian past in favor of a
modern industrial state. 'James Joll, Europe Since 1870, an InteLnational
History, 3rd Edition, (Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1973), 126.

121 Italian nationalism was adamant in completing the process of
unification which had reached fruition in 1868. This unificat.on involved
recovery of all of the Italia Irredenta populations within the Italian state.
These iruedentist populations were primarily in Trentino, Trieste, and the
Dalmatian coast. Furthermore, Italian policy wished to se:urL'e a strategic
fronLtier along the Br'enner Pass by annexing the South Tyrol (,r Altc,' Adige as
the Italians ,called it).

Towards these goals the Italians signed the secret Tueoity of London .-n
May 23, 1915, with Biritain, France, and Russia. The treaty promised Italy
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wartime suffering and peacetime disappointment, not only

removed from Italian politics a government inclined to support

the Versailles system in East Central Europe, but in its place

created by 1924 a Fascist state in active opposition to both

the Versailles settlements and the French influence in East

Central Europe necessary to the functioning of those

settlements. 122

The British also withdrew to a certain degree from

commitments to maintain the Versailles system in East Central

Europe, although British disengagement was less a domestic

reaction to the lack of concessions gained at Paris (such as

in the Italian example), or to constitutional issues of

national sovereignty (such as the American example), but

rather a more complex combination of divergent policy goals,

economic decline, and national malaise. In the first

its claims in the South Tyrol, Trentino, and Dalmatia.
Italian conduct in the war was poor, and with the defeat at Caporetto,

Italy was almost knocked out of the fighting. Suffering was on a massive
scale, with war dead ntumbering around seven-hundred thousand. Because of
this sacrifice, the Italian delegation at Versailles, led by Prime Minister
Orlando, fully expected territorial gains both in the Balkans and in the now
defunct u.ttoman Empire commiserate with Italian losses.

Woodrow Wilson, who was appalled at the London Treaty, refused to grant
Italy any gains other than those already promised, and after bitter
negotiating sessions, tried to go over Orlando's head with appeals directly
to the Italian people. The Italian delegation stormed out of the Conference,
and Orlanr-'s government resigned. This incident marked the beginning of a
growing pý,'iod of instability in'Irtalian politics, which when coupled with
those forces already critical of the liberal state, paved the way for
Mussolini. James Joll, Europe Since 1870, 204, 264

12 2Mussolini actually came to power on the night of .)ctober 29, 1922,
when he was asked to form a government in lieu of a 'March on Rome' and coup
d'etat. Mussolini was unable to c!lonstruct the Fascist state until 1924, when
a new electoral law hielped t-he Fas,:'ist p)arty to gain a large majolity in the

I ian Pacl idment . This ,',,'e w :,:,Moleted by NOvemulbel 1926, when
,plosition ,eputies were focmajly divested of their seats_. From rthis point
on, Mussolini was able to use what he called 'ouL fieLrce totalitarian will'
in 'making the nation Fascist'. James Joll, Europe Since 1870, 268.
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instance, British opinion quickly came to consider that the

terms of the Versailles peace had been unduly harsh, and that

future prospects of stability hinged more on rehabilitating

Germany than on punishing her. Towards this end the obstacle

was France, and British policy increasingly found itself in

opposition to its French counterpart on a number of other

issues as well.' 2

Coupled with this policy divergence was a desire on the

part of the British Foreign Office to concentrate declining

resources on imperial obligations, specifically in India,124

and in general to conduct colonial policy from a position of

legitimacy rather than coercion. This meant that support for

the Versailles system in East Central Europe was not a

prominent part of British policy in general, and that the

colonial focus which was the centerpiece of British policy

12 3 In determihing the details of the Versailles system, Britain and
France had little agreement. In the war between Greece and Turkey, France
supported Turkey, while Britain supported Greece. France supported Polish
claims in Silesia against Germany, whereas Britain did not. France supported
Polish acquisition of territory east of the Curzon Line, whereas Britain did
not. These disagreements prompted Lord Curzon to comment in 1921 that, ...
the Foreign Office is only too painfully aware that in almost every quarter
of the globe, whether it be Silesia or Bavaria or Hungary or the Balkans -
Morocco or Egypt of Turkey of Mesopotamia - the repLesentatives of France are
actively pursuing a policy which is either unfriendly to British interests
or, if not that, is consecrated to the promotion of a French interest which
is inconsistent with ours. * Sally Marks, The Illusion of Peace,
International Relations in Europe 1918-1933, Christopher Thorne, ed. The
Making of the 20th Century, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1976), 34.

I 4 0ne of the critical inteLests groups in favor of this approach was
the British Army, which considered the continental war just fought to an
aberration, and its real mission to be in the policing of the colonies. The
Irish problem further focussed efforts -,n colonial issues, as did inter-
serL-ice rivalry. The Royal Navy was -,ble ;,: ?ecure the bulk of tihe defense

,wh u ih Ln tuLn jeft- L>rom frl onl4 1' - s i all U'my. The :cmbiinat-ion :f
-;mail aL-my and laage nay 7rOntriute, . . :tLategy Of policing the :,lc'nies.
Anthny Clayton, The BLi-ish EmoiLe ;ý.i a Fýuuleroowe, 1919-1239, (Athens: The
Jniversity )of Peorgia Press, 1986), 11-16.
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would itself be given a decreasing share of the yearly

budget.12• This British reluctance to either agree with

French assessments in Europe, or to back up those assessments

when there was agreement, produced a situation which, when

coupled with the loss of American and Italian support,

demanded that the Versailles system, if it was to be

maintained, would of necessity be maintained by French

hegemony in East Central Europe. 12b

Throughout the first security phase, the West maintained

its position as the hegemonic power in East Central Europe,

and used this position of preponderant influence to support

the small states in the region as a bulwark against Bolshevik

Russia. By 1922, however, the West was fractured and divided

into competing interest groups, and the spokesman for the West

with regard to the cordon sanitaire was a France backed by

military power. This Western support for the cordon had its

high-water mark in 1927 with the signing of the Franco-

12SIn 1919, British military expenditures were 604,000,000 pounds; in
1920 that number was reduced to 292,000.000 pounds, and then to 111,000,000
pounds in 1921 and 1922. Expenditures were increased to 118,000,000 in 1923,
and remained at that level (fourteen percent of the total budget) until the
1930's.

These reductions we *re supported by the Ten Year Rule, in which "tie
Cabinet forecast that 'the British Empire will not be engaged in any great
war in the next ten years, and that no Expeditionary Force is required for
this purpose'. ... The military commitments of Empire, then, were those
perceived at the time to be the irreducible minimum necessary for its
preservation. ... Full diplomatic support for the League of Nations was
pledged but as it became ,-lear that any enfoL'rzment procedure called for by
the League would be heavily dependent on British forces, British governments
became increazingly cautious about any arriangements that might actually
require Br1 ,1_Xn L.:,,pS *L .: h[.L' Anthny C'layt..rn, The Brit Lh Emrie as a
SuoeLTrOweL, .7-I8.

"W' *i-iam 'L. ShiieL,. C,'iiaose of The Týhir:i Reroublic, 737-152.
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Yugoslav treaty of friendship and cooperation. Thereafter,

Western political weakness would erode this position of French

hegemony, and make possible in East Central Europe the

eventual presence of state Communism, against which the cordon

had originally been designed.

Western political weakness revolved around the issue of

Germany, and manifested itself in two distinct ways: as a

political failure to orchestrate international circumstances

and economic conditions in such a way as to fully integrate

Weimar Germany into the Western democratic industrial

community, and as moral failure to confront decisively the

problem of Adolf Hitler, once circumstances had served to

insure the death of the Weimar Republic. It is towards this

second weakness that this analysis now turns, in large part

because of the role of East Central Europe in German

expansion. The failure to contain German expansion in East

Central Europe is really the story of the weakening of French

hegemony in that region, first in the Southern Tier by Fascist

Italy, and then in both the Northern and Southern Tiers by

Nazi Germany.

Within East Central Europe were roughly three security

groupings: the 1921 Polish-Romanian defensive alliance agaLnst

Russia, the Little Entente of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and

Romania against the revisionist claims of Hungary, also signed

in 1921, and the Balkan Entente of Greece, Yugoslavia, and

Romania against the revisionist claims of Bulgaria, which was

82



finally signed in 1934. All of these agreements were assured

by French assistance treaties supported by French hegemony.

If Polish diplomatic realities had historically been held

captive to the geopolitical ebb and flow of Germany and

Russia, so also had been the influence on the Danubian and

Balkan states to that of Russia and Austria-Hungary. With the

temporary decline of Russian influence in 1918, and the

simultaneous collapse of Hapsburg power, Fascist Italy looked

to the Southern Tier as a source of influence and

prestige. 127

Subsequently, Italian policy involved itself in four

objectives:

the extension of virtual protectorate over Austria in the
north and Albania in the east; the isolation and
disruption of Yugoslavia, which was not only contiguous
but also the strongest of the Balkan powers, by formenting
the Croat question in the north and the Macedonian
question in the south; the support of the revisionist
Powers, Bulgaria and Hungary; and consequently opposition
to Yugoslavia's ally France as dominant Power in Eastern
Europe.'

2 8

The success of Italy in pursuit of these goals would weaken

the French position in East Central Europe so as to prepare

the way for Germany.

In pursuit of these four broad themes, Italy conducted

policy by means of overt diplomacy, secret initiatives, and

illegal measures designed to circumvent the treaty

' MaLt:ln Wight, "Easrern Euvope., 248-Z49.

IZ8Martin Wight, "EasreLn Europe," 252. (emphtdis add..,J)
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restrictions of the Versailles system."' In 1926, Mussolini

was able to politically cement his Fascist vision by divesting

opposition delegates of their seats in the Italian Parliament.

Soon after, he revealed the character of the coming Italian-

French rivalry in East Central Europe by rejecting a French

proposal for a tripartite treaty of friendship and security

between France, Italy, and Yugoslavia, which had as its object

the stability of the Balkans. In place of the French

initiative, Italy concluded a treaty of friendship and

security with Albania in 1926,13° with Hungary in 1927,131

and with Turkey and Greece in 1928.13

There was a momentary attempt on the part of the Balkan

states to halt the divisions created by Italian-French

Rivalry, and between 1930 and 1933, Turkey, Greece, Albania,

Bulgaria, Romania, and Yugoslavia formed an unofficial Balkan

129Secret measures involved Italian (and subsequently Hungarian) support
for terrorists organizations which would destabilized French allies. The two
most prominent terrorist groups were the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary
Organization (IMRO), which was based in Bulgaria (like Hungary, one of the
revisionist powers who opposed French support for the Versailles border
settlements, and which use IMRO as a tool of revision against Yugoslavia),
and the Croat tistasa based in Yugoslavia. In 1929, the tIstasa and IMRO
united in a political alliance, and the head of the two organizations, a man
named Pavelic, planned subsequent operations from either Italy or Hungary.

A critical element of the Versailles settlements had involved armaments
restrictrions against the former central Powers: Germany, Austria, Hungary,
and Bulgaria. In 1928, Italy was discovered to be running guns to Hungary
(the Szent Gotthard Incident), and in 1933 to Austria (the Hirtenberg
Incident). Martin Wight, *Eastern Europe,* 253.

130A treaty very much on Italian terms, which in effe,-t amounted to a
oss of Albanian sovereignty over foreign affairs.

AL3,3ry hih [el t, Yuqol:I'v memi'ership in the Littile Enr-ente.

[ i91.7. ta ly st renthenei bet n.-ciJ on Albania by .- igniti m t r-etty
:Lf mutua' Jefense. MaLrtI Wight, "Easr-ein Euc.,pe," 253.
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Conference which met yearly. The inability of Bulgaria to

relinquish revisionist claims destroyed any chance at a trans-

Balkan treaty, and the subsequent formation of the Balkan

Entente in 1934 excluded Bulgaria from membership. This gave

to the Balkan Entente the same anti-revisionist flavor as that

of the Little Entente (directed against the revisionist claims

of Hungary), and left in place in the Southern Tier an

excluded small power whose grievance could be exploited by any

Great Power wishing to challenge the status quo.I3

1933 was the apogee of French hegemony in East Central

Europe, as well as the high-water mark of Italian opposition

to that position. In February, fourteen days after Hitler

assumed power in Germany, the Little Entente signed a Pact of

Organization which codified in perpetuity all bilateral treaty

obligations (which is to say treaties of friendship and

security with France), and which set up a Permanent Council of

Foreign Ministers to coordinate foreign policy and defense

issues. In March of that year, Mussolini proposed the Four

Power Pact, which would replace the French position in

bilateral treaty obligations with a grouping of Great Powers

(Italy, France, Britain, and Germany) in which France would be

a minority member. The Four Power Act as it was proposed

133Martin Wighc, "Eastern EUL'Ope, 254.

14 The F.:,,ir Pwet Ac w r, pwlaUIl?, pr-gl- t • 1am: tc, pcOtncDre tnle

Lev'i/ on of the peace rtueaties, Anl t:C LeccDgflize over time a p oltiCn : O
e'quality III aLmaments t:o all oDf the tq',i.:.nist pCWecs - Bulgaria, Hungary,
AustLia, and Germany. Martin Wight, "Ea.3teuri Europe, 256.
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would have been the logical conclusion of Italy's program of

gathering prestige, revision of the Versailles system, and

rivalry with the preponderant French position. Although

France was able to gut the key Italian provisions of the Act

that finally was signed in June 1933 (forcing Italy to settle

for consolidating her influence on the revisionist states in

East Central Europe), the French position was weakened, and

the precedent for a concert of Powers which would dictate

policy five years later during the Czech Crisis was

established."'3.

The second element which contributed to the inability of

the West to solve the German problem was the growing impact of

the economic World Crisis, ushered in by the collapse of the

American stock market in 1929, which was to have serious

repercussions in the French ability to maintain the cordon

sanitaire in East Central Europe. Poland, Hungary, Romania,

Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Albania were agricultural societies

between the wars, with Poland, Hungary, and Romania dependent

1 ý•The final act in the French-Italian rivalry occurred in October 1934.
Italy had expended a great deal of effort in establishing influence over
Austrian domestic affairs, even going sO far as to mobilize four divisions on
the Austrian border and to threaten invasion during the Nazi putsch of that
year. Yugoslavia, which feared Italian encirclement (through positions in
Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Albania), announce that she too would invade
Austria if the Italians crossed the border. France wished to broker an
agreement between the rtwo parties, and towards this end the Yugoslav King
Alexander sailed to Marseilles to deliver a message to the French Foreign
Secretary Barthou in (|ctober. In Marseilles, King Alexander was assassinated
by a Bulgarian membeL of TMRo who had trLained in Hungary, and who operated
ac!_,0iing -3 a plot orFganized by Pa.levi,:" !i. It;aly. rtaly Lefused t.'
extrLadit~e Pavelic -co Yugoslavia. France, which feared gL-r:,wing Balkan

-iity, by sec'ret igreement pLetp&ULred the YIgosiav c,:,VerL'iuent nrot tCO
publicly condemn Italy. Mar-tin Wight, *Eastern Europe," 257.
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on net exports of grain for economic survival. Unfortunately

for these countries, the liberal democracies in the West were

unable for different reasons to erect consistent policies to

relieve this East Central European agricultural surplus."3 '

This inability to export a fundamental economic commodity

was softened by the American policy of economic diplomacy.

Economic diplomacy in turn depended on an atmosphere of ever

increasing prosperity and the subsequent continued creation of

a large market for foreign goods. As long as prosperity

continued, American foreign policy could be dissuaded from a

collision course with competing domestic priorities. The

collapse of the stock market in 1929, and the fall into

economic depression completed by 1932 fundamentally changed

this political calculus so that domestic political

considerations would increasingly override the underlying

elements of the economic diplomacy of the 1920's. This

process was only accelerated by the belief that the security

crises of a decade earlier had receded, so that by the 1930's

"American officials felt less pressure to..take risks in behalf

of European stability."137

13bThe Americans were themselves net agricultural exporters; the French
were agriculturally self-sufficient, and, because of a strong domestic
agrcuultural lobby, felt constrained to Jo nothing; Britain, in accordance
with her colonial policy, had cemented at the ')ttawa Conference in 1924 a
.Dftem ,)t favor-able L.ntra-imperial agqi':ultiutal taLriffS which pLcvided fOL
ýi- t• :ieL neeled fo,•.1 impu Lrts . Mai tltt.Ll '• <, "Ea.3teUn EuLOpe,* 225.

17Mel~r •'. Pe.1eu The Elusive , 193.
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The World Crisis revealed French support for the cordon

for what it was: a series of diplomatic initiatives not backed

by any fundamental economic relationship between the

principals involved. As the 1930's were to continue, the

small states of East Central Europe would uncover greater and

greater difficulty in adhering to commitments which did not

alleviate domestic hardships, especially when alternative

commitments were made available. Thoughout the 1930's, Nazi

Germany proved willing to supply such an alternative economic

commitment.

The centerpiece of Weimar foreign policy had for twelve

years been an entente with Soviet Russia.138 The creation of

the Nazi state in 1933, however, signalled and end to this

policy, and in so doing began a process of diplomatic upheaval

which quickly dismantled the elements of the French-controlled

Versailles system, and subsequently substituted Germany as

1
38This entente was codified by the Treaty of Rapallo. In 1922, Lloyd

George chaired a summit conference in Genoa to discuss economic
reconstruction. At this conference German Foreign Minister Walter Rathenau
and Soviet Foreign Minister Georgii Chicherin met alone and concluded a
series of agreements on financial debts, expanding economic ties, military
cooperation, and German technical aid. These agreements ended the isolation
of the two greatest revisionist powers excluded from the Versailles system.
Rapallo paved the way for German military treaty violations (conducted in
secret on Soviet soil), and gave the Soviets a diplomatic bargaining position
in Europe which hitherto they had not possessed. As such, Rapallo was.the
first manifestation of the Western political inability to solve the German
question: the failure to orchestrate international circumstances and economic
conditions in such a way as to fully integrate Weimar Germany into the
western democratic industrial community. Jonathan R. Adelman and DeboLah
Anne Palmieri, The Dynamics of Soviet Foreien Policy, 61.

George Kennan described the Soviet succes at Rapallo in the following
way: "one part Soviet resourcefulness and singlemindedness of purpose; two
pat.s amateurism, complacency, and Jisjunity on the part of tihe West. It Is
not the list time, in examining the hitirL'y Of Soviet foLeign pliy, that we
shall see thIs recipe play a part, as the Soviet government advances from the
initial weakness of 1921 to the pinnacle of power and success it oc-cupies in
the wake o.f World War II.* Geor'ge F. Kennan, Russia and the West, 212.
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Western spokesman in East Central Europe. In replacing French

hegemony with Nazi German, German diplomatic initiatives

placed the security fate of East Central Europe in the hands

of a Western hegemon intent on eventual military confrontation

with Soviet Russia.

This touchstone of this diplomatic upheaval in East

Central Europe was a Poland of two minds about the phenomena

of Naziism. In 1919, Poland had pursued an immediate post-war

policy of border settlements which at once placed it in

opposition to Germany and Soviet Russia. For this reason

Poland had looked askance at the Rapallo accords uniting these

two hostile revisionist powers. This Polish nervousness had

made easier the task of acquiescence to French demands, made

under the aegis of a French security guarantee, for

rapprochement with Poland's immediate East Central European

neighbors, in particular Czechoslovakia. 134

Such a rapprochement was not to Poland's liking, and she

accepted it with barely concealed reluctance. Another

characteristic of the Polish regime was a greater hatred of

Russia - Imperial or Soviet, than of Germany -. Imperial,

Repuiblican, or Fascist."" When France refused to back

1 oMartin Wighz, *Eastern EuL'ope," 258.

140This grqater antipathy cowards Russia over Germany owed its source
co the personal power of Pilsudski, who from 1926 onward had ,cemented his
oosition at the expense of tlhe right wing of Dmowski. Previo,,s disussion
has al ready covered the sour'ces Dff Pi!ludski1's peUs0na1l .3nim,1 11 t tc'wards
Russian powel. Also, the fact that r iisudski had come t,:, pg, weu i)" "LL tue :,t
a violent cup in May 1926, and !hat he subsequent ly ruledJ in an
authoritarlan manner, reduced foL him the negative attractions .:,f Naziism

89



Polish overtures regarding military actions against Germany in

March and November 1933, Poland felt compelled to sign a ten

year pact of non-aggression with the Nazi regime in January

1934. This Polish-German pact was the first fracture in the

French operation of the Versailles system, and brought Russian

Communism one step closer to East Central Europe. 4 '

Polish-German alliance freed Poland from her previous

position of restraint with regard to hostility towards her

neighbors, and paved the way for irredentist claims to be made

at the expense of Czechoslovakia. Concurrently, opposition to

Fascism moved Soviet Russia from the position of revisionist

power, to that of a status quo power, and in so moving led to

admission in the League of Nations in September 1934.142

This legitimizing of the Soviet state made Russia eligible as

a treaty partner in agreements of security guarantee.

Consequently, Soviet Russia replaced Poland as the French

counterweight to an expansionist Germany. This Soviet

position was confirmed by formal Soviet pacts of mutual

which appalled liberal democrac in the West. Joseph Rothschild, East
CentLal Euroroe between the Two Would Wars, 55-69.

14,MaLtifl Wight, "Eastern Europe, 258.

14 j:,inathan R. Adehinan and DeuoLah Anne Falmieri, The Dvnamjic7 Of Soviet
• , 75-77. Also GeoLqe F. Kennan, Rus:sia and the west, 276-286.
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assistance with France on May 2, 1935, and Czechoslovakia on

May 16, 1935.'43

The alliance between Poland and Germany, the subsequent

substitution of Russia for Poland as a French counter against

German expansion, and the codifying of this substitution

through pacts of mutual assistance effectively ended the role

of East Central Europe as a cordon sanitaire against Communist

expansion further into Europe. "With this rearrangement of

forces the political subsidence of Eastern Europe was

accomplished. Instead of a barrier it became a valley,

imperfectly traversed by the ridge of Czechoslovakia."144

This ending * was cemented by the subsequent German

remilitarization of the Rhineland, French indifference towards

halting that action,'14 and consequent loss of a Credible

14 3 In the fall of 19-36, Belgium withdrew from its military alliance with
France. French Premier Leon Blum was led to remark later that, "I sensed
with cruel anguish (that Belgium withdrawal) was a new sign, a new symptom of
the progressive dismantling of all our European positions.,

The Franco-Soviet Pact had been long advocated by French military
leadership, but domestic conservative elements had delayed its signing until
the end of an acrimonious domestic political debate. William L. Shirer, The
Collapse of the Third Republic, 313.

144Martin Wight, "Eastern Europe,* 260.

145In 1925, Germany had voluntarily agreed to the demilitarization of
the Rhineland imposed by the Versailles tL-eaty of 1919. Germany had agreed
to this provision provided that Germany's western frontier was insured by
multinational guarantee, and that Germany's eastern border would be open to
future revision. The Franco-Russian Pact was called by Hitler an act of bad
faith in pursuit of the promised revision of the eastern borders (the
alliance was seen as a guarantee of the status quo). Hitler used this
pretext, this violation of the spirit of Locarno, as justification for
remilitarization.

A demilitarized Rhineland had been a key component of French guarantees
in all of her bilajeral treaties in East •entral Europe because, in the event
o. German expansion, FLance could qiickly ;tLrike into the industrial center
,of .Ger'many. Hitlerlz move in 1936 effectively eliminated the French
guaranteeo, bY removing the capability of swift punishment for Germarn
expansion. William L. Shirer, The Collaose of the Third Rep'ublic, 251-259.

91



French guarantee for the security of the small states of East

Central Europe.

Lack of French credibility, coupled with German economic

expansion (made more important by the World Crisis, and the

inability of the Western Powers to absorb East Central

European agricultural surpluses), initiated a process in which

the small states of East Central Europe progressively sought

to reconcile themselves with the desires of a resurgent

Germany. This process in effect ended French hegemony in East

Central Europe and replaced it with German hegemony; Germany

became the spokesman for the West. Although Poland reversed

her course with the remilitarization of the Rhineland and

renewed her security ties with France, and although

Czechoslovakia continued to depend on French support, the

remilitarization of the Rhineland insured that "even if France

still had the will to help ... she could not do so except by

a full-scale war against Germany."'"

The arrival of Soviet Russia in East Central Europe in

1945 resulted not from a failure of the cordon sanitaire, but

rather as a consequence of internal political and moral

failure within the West. Western political weakness revolved

around the issue of Germany, and manifested itself in two

distinct ways: as a failure to integrate Weimar Germany into

the larger community of the West, and as an inability to

14
tMarrin wighit, "Easre'n Eucope," 263.
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confront the problem of Adolf Hitler as successor to the

Weimar Republic. The process within which the West failed to

resolutely confront Nazi expansion began with the fracturing

of the Versailles alliance, and the subsequent placing of

responsibility for maintenance of the Versailles system in

East Central Europe exclusively in the hands of French policy.

This process was continued through the weakening of the

French position by Italian diplomatic initiatives in the

1920's, and by the growing economic World Crisis in the

1930's. Consequently, the diplomatic upheaval proceeding from

the Polish-German rapprochement in 1933 allowed the

rehabilitation of Soviet Russia as a status quo power in

alliance with the West against Nazi Germany. Russian

rehabilitation was used as a justification for German

remilitarization of the Rhineland. German remilitarization

produced French security guarantees in East Central Europe

which could only be fulfilled by full-scale war with Germany.

This scenario was subsequently fulfilled by the Czech crisis

of 1938, and the German invasion of Poland in 1939.

With the coming of the Second World War and with the

subsequent defeat of Nazi Germany, the final, physical

collapse of the Versailles system of cordon sanitaire was

completed. The final verdict of this Western internal

political failure was perhaps best summarized by George

Kennan:
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Individually, ... (Germany) could be defeated only if the
democracies had the collaboration of ... (the Soviet
Union). But such collaboration, if permitted to proceed
to the point of complete victory, would mean the relative
strengthening of the collaborating power and its eventual
appearance as a greedy and implacable claimant at the
peace table. Not only that: any war in which (the Soviet
Union) was fighting on the side of the democracies could
scarcely be fought to a complete and successful finish
without placing the collaborating totalitarian power in
occupation of large parts of Eastern Europe simply by
virtue of the sweep of military operations. ... we begin
to wonder whether the great mistakes of Western statesmen
in connection with this world war were really those of the
wartime period at all - whether they were not rather the
earlier mistakes, or perhaps we ought to say earlier
"circumstances' - which had permitted the development of
a situation so grievously and fatefully 'loaded, against
Western interests.147

B. 1989: MORAL COLLAPSE AND THE END OF PHASE TWO

The Soviet system of East Central European satellite

states performed its role as a political/ideological buffer

with callous efficiency until 1989, when, inexplicably, a

series of popular uprisings toppled the aging Marxist regimes

in the region. This collapse of the second security phase was

not caused, however, by a failure of the satellite policy

(despite the apparent progression of discontent from East

Central Europe into .Soviet Russia), but rather because of an

internal, Soviet Russian political failure. The Soviet

political failure revolved around the issue of economic

performance (much in the same way that the previous Western

political failure had revolved around the issue of Germany),

147;e,:,Lge F. Kennan, "WOL,11 WaL II,' fLust published in The Review off
Politics, XII, April 1950, American Diplomacv, 75,77. (emphasis added)
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and also manifested itself in two ways: as the avenue through

which increased Western human rights contact with East Central

Europe (and from East Central Europe to Soviet Russia) could

be funneled, and as the altar upon which the power of the

Russian Communist Party could be sacrificed.

This essential political weakness'4 8 allowed the West to

use economic leverage as an entry into greater human rights

contacts with East Central Europe, contacts hostile to the

original political intent of the satellite system. At the

same time, Soviet internal attempts to solve the economic

problem led to a system of glasnost directed at the Russian

Communist Party, the result of which was the gradual but total

dismemberment of Party power. The destruction of Party

prestige removed from the Soviet leadership the critical

constituency (followed closely by the army) upon which regime

survival ultimately depended. The uprisings in East Central

Europe in 1989 which resulted were a product of the turbulence

created by this political inability to solve the Soviet

economic problem.

The Soviet society shielded from contact with the Wes' at

the end of the Second World War found itself embarked upon a

reconstruction program modeled on that of the first Five Year

Plan of 1928-1932. This traditional Soviet economic

144Russian eco'nomic p LbIems sho 'II, be ;een az essentI Ii I ly i• L1, . r' :aI
fa ilIure, f lwing as they Jidi, niot tLom ,I:y,:IlI ix ,.:'es, but fLOT the LIgigity
,f the soviet ec.nomi,: phiiloso'phy.
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mobilization scheme relied for the most part on large

infusions of labor and capital investment to promote overall

growth of gross national product. Industrial labor necessary

for the conduct of the initial Five Year Plan was provided for

out of the personnel surpluses produced by the forced

collectivization of agriculture.' 4 9 In the post World War II

reconstruction, industrial labor was obtained by continued

efforts .at collectivization, by demobilization of troops, by

conforming the efforts of the existing workforce to wartime

work schedules and labor discipline, and by retaining the

efforts of populations displaced from their homelands by

Stalinist relocation policies. 150

The second ingredient of the economic mobilization scheme

was the requirement of large infusions of capital investment.

Capital investment was accomplished through the concentration

on heavy industry at the complete neglect of consumer goods

production. This concentration insured that a large portion

of industrial wages could be plowed back into capital

investment (through savings forced by scarcity) rather than

squandered on consumption. In the initial Five Year Plan,

this savings versus consumption ratio translated into living

149Collectivization had on Soviet industrialization an effect similar
to that of the Corn Laws and Enclosure Acts on British industry one-hundred
years earlier. By industrializing agriculture (placing large .tracts under
the management of small numbers of people), millions were ejected from the
jmall village enviroflment and made their way to the cities. This process
provided a large pool -Df cheap, willing industrial workers.

IC0 F,Dr example, tfie Volga Germans Or the Crimean TataL' or the
Meskhetian Turks. Adam B. Irlam, Expansion and Coexistence, 402-403.
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standards frozen at 1928 levels. In the post-war

reconstruction, the same approach was employed, but with the

important caveat that living standards were held at pre-1928

levels. In both instances, conformity to the state-mandated

growth policy was insured by the willingness of the state

party and security apparatus to brutalize Soviet society.' 5 '

The injection of a large labor force and high rates of

capital investment into the Soviet'economic reconstruction

produced an explosion in gross national product (ten to twelve

percent growth per year) in the immediate post-war years which

corresponded favorably to that produced by the first Five Year

Plan. In the post-Stalin era, however, Soviet leadership felt

compelled to address a critical shortcoming of the traditional

economic mobilization scheme: the disjunction between

industrial production and the new technical revolution guiding

industrial innovation in the West.Y 2  From the mid 1950's

onward, Soviet economic policy would be increasingly

handicapped by the inability to plumb the relationship between

151A. Bergson, *The Gorbachev Revolution,* 31. R. Kellogg, *Modeling
Soviet Modernization: an Economy in Transition," 36.

IS2Beginning with Khrushchev on, the state apparatus placed increasing
importance on scientific achievement. Unfortunately, this emphasis was
centrally controlled, and although it vesulted in such achievements as the
Soviiet space program, it could not translate into a genel'al increase in

'Ifnfier go,,do [r)LOdUCrjl.n, :-, .ua 1 y gCoos and services in genelal. Those
who were a product of rthe new technical education system were often
-,ntempcuous rowaLdS labJOL, pL'eferi Lig to work within the .- ,nf ines of

academia. Mikhail Heller and Aleksandr M. Nekrich, 11tooia in Powel., 557.
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scientific breakthrough, industrial productivity, and overall

levels of growth.'" 3

The relationship between overall levels of growth and

technological advancement is fairly clear: overall growth is

a product of change in labor (dL) added to change in capital

(dK) added to a change in the combination of technology,

efficiency, and resulting productivity (dT). The relative

weights of each of these factors in the growth equation is

three to one to one in favor of dT, dL, and dK respectively.

In other words, twenty percent of overall growth in gross

national product is a result in growth in labor, twenty

percent is a result of growth in capital, and sixty percent is

a result of productivity factors having to do with technology

and efficiency breakthroughs. Technology and efficiency

breakthroughs in turn revolve around investments in human

capital. 14

1:S31n one of his speeches, the prominent scientist Academician Petr
Kapitsa compared Soviet industry to an ichthyosaur, a prehistoric beast with
a long enormous body and a tiny head; that is a huge industrial apparatus in
which science played an extremely insignificant role.* Mikhail Heller and
Aleksandr M. Nekrich, Utopia in Power, 556-557.

I'4Often in developing countries, "output has increased at a higher rate
than can be explained by an increase in only the inputs of labor and physical
capital ... Although some of this progress may be incorporated in physical
capital, the improvement in intangible human qualities are more significant.
... The characteristic of 'economic backwardness' is still manifest in
several particular forms: low labor ef.iciency, factor immobility, limited
specialization in occupations and in trade, a deficient supply ..rf
entLepreneurship, and customary values and traditional .,ccial institutions
that minimize the incentries foc economic change.' Gerald M. Meier,
" :n'/estment in Human Capital - note,* Leading Issues in Economic Development,
fifth edition, (New York: o)xford 11niversity Press: 1989), 450.
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Despite efforts at limited reform,"'- the inability of

Soviet leadership throughout the 1960's and 1970's to grapple

effectively with the human factors of productivity produced a

two-part pattern of economic decline: overall growth rates

fell significantly, as did the ability to produce specific

high-technology products in competition with the West.

Throughout both decades, the classic Soviet formula for high

growth rates (infusions into the industrial labor pool of

large numbers of formerly agricultural workers; capital

investments bought through the scarcity of consumer goods;

both made possible by the heavy hand of the state apparatus)

proved unable to maintain its high initial performance.

Soviet leadership, in turn proved unable to foster the sort of

social and economic environment within which an investment in

human capital would pay dividends. By 1970, overall growth

had declined from ten to twelve percent at the end of post-war

reconstruction, to four to eight percent by 1970, to two-

tenths to twopercent by 1985.15

Towards this systemic inability, this internal political

failure, to creatively and successfully confront the problem

15SIn particular, the Khrushchev reforms in education and public finance
were an attempt to tackle the problem of human productivity. These reforms
were often very limited and poorly dione. Mikhail Heller and Aleksandr M.
Neki[ch, Ujtopia in Power, 556-559.

""The 1970 figure still seemed to be pretty high. Compared to former
levels however, growth in the SovLet If•ion had declined by fifty percent in
J'sI- Ften YeaL'S. It was rthi. trcend,, Ihi:s Rwnward movement, which must have
ala rmed so-viert leadership. Ma rshaIl Go1l.an, I"GOL'bachev the Eco'nomist,"
Foreign Affairs, Spring 19'9(, 29. 'Missed Against: tihe Paast.," The Ec.*,AImist,
Cictober 20, 1990.
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of human capital development Soviet policy adopted two

approaches relevant to the collapse of the second security

phase in East Central Europe: a policy of obtaining from the

West whatever high-technologies which were unattainable in the

Soviet economy, as well as general concessions on trade; and,

a policy of economic restructuring to attack the root causes

of the human capital deficiencies. The first approach,

codified in the Basket 2 accords of the Helsinki Final Act in

1975, created the first rent in the political glacis of the

iron curtain. The second approach, formalized under

Gorbachev's program of perestroika in 1986, insured that that

initial rent, once enlarged, could not easily be mended.

Initially, the issue of human rights accords stood little

chance of being placed on the agenda of a pan-European

security conference. The Soviets, who wanted a conference to

codify territorial gains made at Yalta and political gains

articulated in the Brezhnev Doctrine, were very much

disinclined to allow a human rights curriculum to be placed

before the proposed. negotiations. The Americans, in

particular Henry Kissinger, were reluctant to proceed with a

conference at all, and even more reluctant to include human

rights issues in the agenda should such a conference take

place.'" Nonetheless, Soviet urgency for a conference

I :1 L"4 re -Leu ate: •r Y.I-'- Yl 1 :1 cV I e t I i -:'y puL'sued up until August 1991

-a :,a,J JtL'ategl,:: design. Thi. .itrategi_ . Jesign it1ertw? nei three themes
11th 1LegaLrd tu European se,:uLrit. The •icsa theme involved the effi.,acy :_f
an All-EuL,'pean system, t,1 in,.:clude :IuclearI-weapons-free- zones and the

100



suggested the possibility of Soviet human rights concessions

which might be bought by the West at the price of increased

economic cooperation. It was with full cognizance then, of

Soviet strategic objectives and European desires, that

American negotiators in 1972 participated in preliminary

meetings for a Conference on Security and Cooperation in

Europe (CSCE) to convene in 1973 at Helsinki.

Initial popular reaction in the West, and particularly in

the United States, towards the provisions of the Helsinki

Final Act in 1975 was skeptical at best, and explosively

simultaneous dissolution of NATO and the Warsaw Pact. A second theme of
Soviet strategy was that peace would be best served through the irutual
cooperation of Western Europe with the socialist community. A third and
complementary theme was that American military and nuclear presence Ln Europe
was unwelcome and damaging with respect to Europe's true security interests,
as Moscow defined them. David S. Yost, "Soviet Aims in Europe,, Society,
Vol. 24, No. 5, July/August 1987, 72-79.

Added to these long-term objectives in relation to the West, was a more
specific desire to legitimize and make permanent the Soviet gains at Yalta,
particularly with respect to a divided Germany. Furthermore, the Soviets
wanted international recognition of the Brezhnev Doctrine articulated after
the Czech invasion of 1968. Beginning in 1954, and acquiring increased
urgency by 1969, the search for a pan-European conference on security issues
occupied a consistent and prominent position within Soviet foreign policy.
Caroll O'Hallaron, "Human Rights as Realpolitik: the United States in the
CSCE," 64. Jan Van Oudenaren, Detente in Europe, 79, 319-320.

American policy makers were initially cold to Soviet requests for a pan-
European conference, seeing it correctly as an important element in a broader
Soviet strategy - a strategy dedicated to severing American security ties
with Europe. Five things served to change American thinking in the yeaLrs
between 1968 and 1972: 1) detente had become a centerpiece of Kissinger's
foreign policy, and a pan-European conference was seen as serving detente;
2) at an internal level and in a limited way, Soviet interests in East
Central Europe were increasingly perceived as legitimate by Amecican policy
makers; 3) the increasing Soviet urgency for a c,nfeerence ::,ul, be parlayed
into an agreement on a series of confidence-building measures (CBM's); 4) the
issue of human rights could be used to de-legitimize Soviet claims in Eastern
Europe, or at the very least to change the basis of Soviet legitimacy from a
strictly power correlation, to what one analyst described as a more 'organic'
relationship; 5) the West Europeans showed great enthusiasm for an all-
European security conference, particularly with regard to human rights and
free travel of ideas. Caroll O'Hallaron, 'Human Rights as Realpolitik: the
Uinited States in the CSCE," 68. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, "The- Sonnenfelt
D'3ctvLne, - emark.s by thse -ounselotr to: the Depar•tment ?f Stare at A meeting
,cF U.S. ambassadors in Europe, Lonltdon, Decembel 1975, Dfficial Stazte
Department. summary, The New YOrk Times, in Voltech Mastny, Helsinki, Human
Rights, and Eurooean Security, 97.
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negative at worst. The Soviets claimed, and were in large

part believed, to have accomplished all of their objectives

with regard to codifying the post-Yalta political borders in

East Central Europe; also, the Soviets appeared to have gained

sweeping economic concessions from the West at little cost to

themselves; finally, the Soviets achieved these concessions at

the cost of agreeing to human rights accords which were

imprecisely defined, difficult to verify, and impossible to

enforce. Towards each of these objectives, Soviet claims and

Western popular fears of success were overstated: the limited

Soviet victory which proceeded from the Final Act in fact was,

in the long run, counter productive for the continued buffer

role of East Central Europe."'

The Helsinki Final Act produced accords in three broad

areas called Baskets. Basket 1 involved general principles

and security related issues. Basket 2 dealt with economic,

scientific, and technological cooperation. Basket 3 revolved

around human rights, to include such areas as: *expansion of

human contacts across borders, improvement of access to

printed and broadcast information, improvement in the working

conditions of journalists, and expansion of cultural and

11ýda-ker: Imriementatrion Dt rhe Final A,.:t ofr h-~ n ,n e :i,.
.Secuu'itv -nd Cgopecar i'n i EuLOOe: FiniinQa Eleven "{eatz ýFre, He16.nki,
Rep:.! rrD the Tongress of the rUnire, >:-,,--,. by t.he ,Dmrnissz icn :1 Se 3C- lU 7 L n,
Co)perarlion in Europe, VD1. 2, NovemneL 1986, 4-5.
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educational cooperation.' 5 q Of the three Baskets, Basket 1

issues proved to be the most controversial for Western

politicians, provided the most ammunition for media and

popular opposition, and contributed almost all of the moral,

if not legal or organizational, framework for more recent

understandings about pan-European security. Specifically,

within Basket 1, the statements on general principles provided

most of the backbone for the public debate.16'

By 1978, however, Basket 2 principles on economic

cooperation had come to dominate the agenda of the Communist

regimes in East Central Europe, had in fact become regarded as

"a basis and at the same time a barometer for detente." 161

15 9Basket 1 - Implementation of the Final Act of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, 4.

16 0The most controversial of the general principles were the provisions
on: inviolability of frontiers, sovereign equality and respect for the rights
inherent in sovereignty, and territorial integrity of states. In all of
these principles the Soviets claimed, and the Western press largely believed,
that their long-term strategic desires were fulfilled, with no compensation
to the West, and with no geopolitical costs for the Soviets. In fact, both
Soviet claims and Western press reaction were incomplete and misleading.
Intensive negotiations caused the Soviets to make major concessions in the
language of the principles. For example, the principle of inviolability of
frontiers restricted states from changes made by assaulting frontiers, chus
leaving open issues such as the peaceful unification of Germany, or the
national claims of ethnic minorities. The principle of territorial integrity
was interpreted by the Soviets to r-estrict outside interference in
echnic/national agitations; in fact, the West interpreted this clause
retroactively, and used it to condemn past Soviet territorial acquisition
(such as in the Baltics) . On the whole then the Basket 1 section on general
principles when it did not directly favor Western objectives, only indirectly
favored the Soviet position. Harold Russel, *The Helsinki Declaration:
Brobdingnag or Lilliput?" American Journal of International Law, 1976, 253-
254, 249-257, 263, 265. Jan Van rjudenaren, Detente in Eur'ooe, 326-327.

l11There were three reasons for this: 1) Soviet Russia was urging the

convening of three pan-European 'Brezhnev Conferences' onl energy,
tr:anIspoLrtation and environment. The conference on energy was intended to

L'•e. :e tens i. with in the WezteLrn illian h the c:7on eence ,on tlans•zc,,tat oa
wae -meait: t.o use WesteLn capital to expand economic infLast rLuctuL'e; the
:'onference ,on the environmenr was: pander to the good will of• terta in
groups in the West while securing available Western technical knowledge. 2)
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This had two direct consequences for the breaking of the

political barrier of East Central Europe. The first involved

the intangible benefits of intertwining the Soviet command

economy with the market economies of the West through informal

contacts with Western businessmen. 6 2  The second implication

of this increased desire for Western Basket 2 cooperation was

the opportunity that it afforded Western policy to use

economic concessions as a bargaining chip for greater Basket

3 openings in East Central Europe. 163 These openings allowed

in the 1970's and early 1980's the practice of increased high-

level political consultations between individual countries in

the West and their counterparts in East-Central Europe such as

The CMEA members had heavy debts with the West, and thus had a debtor's
interest in further credit. 3) Hungary, Poland, and Czechoslovakia realized
the necessity of Western aid for modernization. Bettina S. Hass-Hurni, *The
Relevance of Economic Issues at the Belgrade Conference," intereconomics,
May-June 1978, 142-143, in Vojtech Mastny, Helsinki, Human Rights, and
European Security, 121-122.

162.Increased economic cooperation necessitates many more direct

contacts between Americans and people of all levels in the East. These
contacts offer those in the East an opportunity to observe the personal
freedoms and liberties which we enjoy, and the effective and efficient
operation of Western trade, industry, and technology in a decentralized and
open economic setting. Although economic cooperatio*-alone is far too weak
an instrument to achieve the economic, political, an&_humanitarian goals we
seek, such relationships, over time, can contribute importantly to greater
flexibility and more openness in the economic and social systems of the
Communist countries. Elliot L. Richar'dson, *Basket Two May Bring Intangible
Benefits,* Statement by Secretary of Commerce, Washington, Janualy 14, 1077,
Implementation of the Helsinki Accords, Hearings before the Commission on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, Ninety-Fifth Congress, January 14, 1977
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing (iffice, 1977), 94-95, in Vojtech
Mastny, Helsinki, Human Rights, and European Security, 134-135.

Ib 3GrLegoLry Grossman, *The Economic Bargaining Chips,* Statement by

Professor of Economics, rlniversicy of Califotrnia at Berkeley, ImDlementation
Df Helsinki Ards, Hearings hef,:,Le rthe Commission ,Dl Seu;ity ari
>~operat :,n in Europe, Ninety-Fifrh C:ngress, January 14, 1977 sWashington,
D.C.: T. . 'oveL'ul' elr t Pr-i1nting ,'ff1,:ce, 1977), 140-141, in V,:,jte,-ch Mastnvy,
Helsinki, Human Richits, and EuL-rean SeCurLity/, 136-137.
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had not been seen since the implementation of the satellite

system. •"

Although a causal relationship between the Basket 3

accords and the fracturing of the Soviet political buffer is

difficult to prove, one key peace of evidence in favor of the

impact of the Helsinki Final Act was the subsequent signing in

Czechoslovakia of Charter 77, which became the foundation for

political opposition in Czechoslovakia. Although not a

blueprint for an organization or opposition party, Charter 77

based itself on economic, social, and cultural rights which

0... were confirmed at Helsinki in 1975 and came into force in

our country on 23 March 1976. From that date, (Czech)

citizens have the right, and (the Czech) state the duty, to

abide by them.* Signed by fifteen-hundred East Central

European dissidents, including eventual Czech President Vaclav

Haval, Charter 77 represented the sort of systemic rip imposed

on the political fabric of the iron curtain made possible by

the Helsinki Final Act. The Basket 3 provisions of the

Helsinki Final Act demonstrated the sort of concessions which

Ib4 Commiss ion o Security and Cooperation in Europe, Po1itica1

Relations and Contacts, * The Helsinki Pcocess and East-West Relations:
rOgL', ess in PeLstuective: Pereoot on the ',. ive Astects( of the Imo:lementar ion

.) the Helsinki Final Act, 1975-1984, (Wa.shington D.C.: Commission :-n
Cecur ity and C,,OpeL'at ion in EuLropje, 198;), 8-10, in Vojrtech M,•stnly, Helsinki,
Human Rights, and EuL-orean Security, 153-154.
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were required by the growing internal economic-political

weakness of Soviet Russia."'s

The first approach to the growing inability of Soviet

policy to successfully confront the economic problem involved

increased attempts to secure Western industrial advances,

codified through the Basket 2 accords of the Helsinki Final

Act. This approach produced human rights concessions, which

in turn created the first openings in the political wall

protecting Soviet society from the dangerous contagion of the

West. The second approach involved internal economic

restructuring, and produced repercussions which not only

accelerated the dismantling of the East Central European

buffer, but which removed from the Soviet regime the political

will to restore that buffer once it began to disintegrate.

At the heart of any discussion of perestroika, with its

loose talk of market mechanisms, worker initiative, and

increased productivity, lies a myth that must first be put to

rest: that Gorbachev, when he first instituted economic

restructuring in 1985-1986, intended fundamental change in

either the political control of the Soviet Union, or in the

essential socialist understandings governing commercial

activity. A popular analogy with some Soviet observers is

that Gorbachev and perestroika. were to Communism in the 1980's

I cH. GOLdon Skilling, Charrter 77 and Human Rights in Czechoslovakia.
?LWJndon: Allen & Tinwin, 1981), 209-212, in Gale Stokes, ed., From Stalinism
7.: Pluralism - A Docunientalv HistOyV of Easte-n EuVX'oe Since 1945, (New York:
(x[,ford riniversity Press, 1991), 163-166.
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what Franklin Roosevelt and the New Deal were to capitalism in

the 1930's: agents seeking improvement within an already

existing system. Just as New Deal reforms utilized state

solutions to improve capitalism, so too did perestroika

attempt market solutions to improve and strengthen

socialism. 1b6

By 1985, despite contacts with the West, the traditional

Soviet economic growth program was still in place. Declining

labor productivity coupled with an aging capital stock coaxed

a rise in net fixed capital investmenc from seventeen percent

of GNP to twenty-six percent of GNP in the early 1980's.

Because of the high rate of capital repairs, total capital

investment peaked at thirty-five percent. Predictably, these

investments did not see a corresponding rise in productivity.

Output of machine tools, steel, coal, and petroleum declined.

Overall growth fell to two tenths to two percent. Given that

not only capital but military expenditures as well increased

during this period, the impact on Soviet standards of living

was severe. Throughout this downward economic slide the key

ingredient of those initial high 1930's growth rates, iron-

fisted government repression and control, remained useless as

a positive stimulus. Some other tool, some sort of carrot,

was required to revive technology, efficiency, and

,""H. St-ein, "P'eueviu':,ka: ;, bae'; New Deal'" The WalI St&Leet
L11al, ecember L, 4 1989, a 1
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productivity in order to halt the negative economic

spiral. 167

The initial elements of perestroika were on three

different levels: government bureaucracy, industrial

management, and labor efficiency. All levels of restructuring

attempted to create two very different things: a general

atmosphere (political, social, commercial) conducive to

greater individual creativity and productive effort, and

specific measures designed to take advantage of this new

atmosphere and to channel this increased productivity into

intended areas. 168  In each of these areas, perceived to be

the greatest obstacle to improvement was the continued

stultifying presence of a bloated Party bureaucracy, no longer

revolutionary or particularly Communist, but rather devoted to

continued privilege and prestige.

167Marshall Goldman, *Gorbachev the Economist,* 29. 'Massed Against the

Past,, 13.

168The intended atmosphere was best described as a regulated market
economy by which it was meant that the economy would be nine parts regulated
and one part market. In other words, market mechanisms would be utilized
under ministerial control. At the bureaucratic level, perestroika involved
the coalescing of over seventy-five scattered ministries into a series of
super-ministries such as when the six separate farm ministries were combined
into the giant new State Agro-Industry Committee (Gosagroprom). At the
industrial management level, correct atmosphere was to flow from the concept
of enterprise autonomy. The five year plans did not disappear, they merely
assumed a more advisory status, a launch point for the more detailed
enterprise level planning. At the level of worker efficiency, perestroika
ensured the workers of their own expendability: the industrial proletariat
could be fired for poor productivity. All of thee measures, in government,
in industry, and in labor strategy hoped to spark greater creativity,
n.itiatrive, and productivity. "MaLket Bidding," The Economist, April 8,

1990, 43-46. R. Kellogg, *Modeling Soviet Modernization," 38-39. P. Gumbea.,
"Moscow Tackles No.1 Domestic Problem," The Wall Street JOuLnal, ,IctrObeL 3,
1989, a13.
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What followed in the halting footsteps of perestroika was

a concerted attack on the Communist Party bureaucracy through

the instrument of public scrutiny labeled glasnost. Given the

position of the Party as a guarantor of regime survival and

ideological legitimacy, this attack is a curious one with

competing explanations. One theory proposes that Gorbachev

believed that after seventy-two years of the Soviet

experiment, there existed in the Union the idea of the Soviet

citizen - productive, disciplined, Marxist-oriented. The

bureaucracy of the Party was a burden holding back the

productive efforts of this vast body of Soviet citizens.

Communist social and economic progress then, could best be

pursued not through the activities of-the Party, but through

the efforts of the Soviet citizenry as a whole."69

There is some support for this analysis of glasnost in the

initial conduct of perestroika. Critical to any discussion of

the atmosphere and productivity which were the goals of

economic restructuring is some understanding of the ultimate

ambition of all the hoped-for efficiency. The average Soviet

citizen, free of the shackle of state interference,

invigorated by the flush of enterprise autonomy, and infused

with a sober, disciplined work-ethic, was meant to utilize his

new technical ingenuity towards enriching the aggregate Soviet

F"zennerh J,-wit_, *The tLerN1th anj liavicfe' of C~nseLvar ive and
I:-. A i .,LD F L~e10 L ie L .til L r. e : ,1,1 te L01-:e 6ev,)tnd Lenl :1 -.11n in Eastelrn

Elul Are IIInd fne SCvie0t ,I IrI , r11ireL% it: :,f (l I if,:,L'nia ar BeUkeley, Ma 'oh L5
1991.
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economy - an amorphous concept distinct and apart from the

welfare of Soviet society. So while perestroika focused

reforms on supply or productivity, the demand signals for

supply were depressed in two. important and mutually supporting

ways: through planning, which continued to support the machine

tool industry at the expense of consumer goods production (a'

la the first Five Year Plan), and through strict control of

retail prices. Such specific policies were intended to insure

that growth spurred by increased efficiency would benefit

approved, rather than wasteful, segments of the economy. This

ultimate goal in turn assumed a broad population in favor with

the approved targets of increased productivity. Acceptance on

the part of the population implied certain assumptions about

that population itself - assumptions which found expression in

glasnost. 170

Unfortunately for Gorbachev, the removal of Party prestige

revealed the existence of Russian, Lithuanian, Uzbek, and

other national citizens, but precious little Soviet

citizenship. Once uncapped, however, the genie revealed -by

the attack on the Party could not be easily put back in its

bottle. Glasnost took on a life of its own, with each

revelation producing demands for new revelations. This

process in turn required of Gorbachev a precarious balancing

act between the public agitation produced by glasnost (itself

:"M L M a'al odman, ",sh: L , hev rthe E,.*,:,mi.-7r, 2 3i. "When rIe Puice 1S
it :,ng, The E,::-,,n mi:, Fs ~l-UA7 C/ 1091, 4'.
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a product of perestroika) and reactionary forces within the

Party, the Army, and the KGB. This need to balance his regime

between these competing interests meant that Gorbachev was in

a poor position to respond firmly to the uprisings which

occurred in East Central Europe in 1989, in the breakaway

Baltic Republics in January 1991, or within Moscow itself in

August 1991."'* Without discounting the factor of ruling

personality, one can suggest that the constituent damage

wrought by glasnost (itself a problem of economic incapacity)

removed from Gorbachev the personal regime security from which

he might have acted more harshly, and in fact presented him

with a series of choices that he otherwise would not have had

to make.

The collapse of the second security phase was caused not

by a failure of the East Central European buffer to adequately

shield Soviet society from the dangerous virus of Western

industrial democracy, but rather from an internal Soviet

political failure and moral collapse. This Soviet political

failure revolved around the inability of Communist economic

policy to maintain adequate levels of economic growth,

particularly in the field of high technology dominated by

Western industry. Soviet policy at different times attempted

to overcome the economic problem by increased commercial ties

171e.7e, ainly some -:te,jir must be given r,:. the 94etrscn ,tf (;,Lba:'hev. whe-n
fa2e'i wlTh a situation rhar in past ciucumrtances would havez el1.1ed ,tjAh
(.,Olr. iil u epresion, he chcse o t-Ie 1ethe whirlwInd L-ar-neL rhan atrtempt ,:,
blow It ,lur.
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with the West (codified in the Helsinki Final Act), and by

internal economic reform (through the program of perestroika).

Ultimately, both approaches carried political costs which the

Soviet regime proved unable to overcome: first, the exposure

of East Central European societies to greater contacts with

the West, and secondly, internal political instability which

made difficult an adequate response to the results of this

exposure. The uprisings in East Central Europe in 1989, and

throughout the Soviet Union in 1991, were a product of the

turbulence created by this political inability to solve the

Soviet economic problem.

C. CONCLUSIONS

The collapse of both the first and second security priases

in East Central Europe was prompted by an evolving internal

weakness in the hegemonic power within a particular phase; in

each case the weakness of the hegemonic power was accelerated

by social and political changes within of East Central Europe.

In particular, the collapse of the first security phase

resulted from the inability of the Western democracies to

solve the problem of Germany, and subsequently, East Central

Europe became the arena within which the German problem was to

run its initial course. The collapse of the second security

phase resulted from the inability of the Soviet Union to solve

its economic problem, and in that case also, East Central
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Europe became the first avenue of Western penetration of the

satellite buffer system.
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VI. REBUILDING TFE BUFFER, DESTROYING THE HIGHWAY

"This war is not as in the past; whoever occupies a
territory also imposes on it his own social system.
Everyone imposes his own system as far as his army can
reach. It can not be otherwise. x172

"The people of Central and Eastern Europe 'resolutely
reject any ideas of gray or buffer zones. - They imply a
continued division of the continent. ... Without a secure
Poland and a secure Central Europe, there is no secure and
stable Europe'. 17

The United States and its Western European allies should

exercise caution and restraint with. regard to formal

integration of East Central Europe within the common security

institutions of the West. Contained within this argument is

the assertion that a cautious approach is one in which the

states of East Central Europe are retained as a political and

geographic buffer between Western Europe and the Commonwealth

of Independent States; contained within this assertion is the

idea that a security buffer should be retained in such a way

as to reduce as much as possible those factors which would

turn it into a highway transporting a political threat into

the West at some time in the future.

17 2Stalin, in conver-sation with Tito Jur.ing the Sec7ond World War.
Mil.ovan D~ ilas, Conversations With Stalin, 114.

17-. Addd'ess by Pre :lJent Lech Wal-*a )f Fland on the :casi:n ,, H-
"/lit tr, NATf, July 3, 1991," *£ess Reiei..e, e[.,ubilS .* PolMI:i, P131ets,
Srtephen J. Flanagan. "NATf, and Ce1t 1 rl Ind Eastetr Europe: From Liaij ,-,: ,
Security PaLtnership," Washington Q.uaLrTeL IV, Spt ing 1992, 143.
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Since 1919, security foundations and specific architecture

in East Central Europe have followed a repetitive cycle of

policy behavior on behalf of the external power placed by

circumstances into a position of preponderant influence within

the region. This cycle of policy behavior contains elements

both of initial success, as well as of eventual failure.

Exposing the two contradictory elements of this repetitive

cycle, by disclosing a consistent pattern contained in five

dependent variables, has been the task of the previous two

chapters. Understanding the relationship between the current

security environment in East Central Europe and traditional

security conditions is the task of subsequent discussion.

. Specifically, can one demonstrate that the foundations

which governed past security policy still exist in the post-

Cold War world of Ease Central Europe? And, from those

similar foundations, can one argue that traditional security

structures should emerge to govern future understandings? Is

current policy in East Central Europe embarked less on

formulating a New World Order, and engaged instead in the task

of imposing an old order on a not so new world? Is it

possible to construct policy which can emulate past successes

while at the same time avoiding past mistakes, or are the two

elements of the traditional security cycle since 1919

inseparable?
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A. IN DEFENSE OF TRADITIONAL FOUNDATIONS: COLLECTIVE SECURITY

VERSUS THE REGIONAL HEGEMON

Throughout the first two security phases in East Central

Europe, the constant governing all other security

considerations was the presence of a hegemonic power adjacent

to regional borders, and the subordination (born of

geopolitical weakness) of the states of East Central Europe to

the wishes of that more powerful neighbor. The Conference on

Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) which convened at

Paris in November 1990 was the first (and most powerful)

attempt by the newly created democratic regimes in East

Central Europe to escape a traditional status as stepchild

between two warring parents, dependent on either parent (but

preferring the Western one) for security and protection. This

attempt to remove entirely the hegemon/client status quo was

believed possible within the fabric of an all-European

collective security.

Zeveral factors contributed to the euphoria of the East

Central Europeans for the ideal's and prospects of an all-

European security arrangement. The CSCE at Paris was

encouraged by American policy makers as a mechanism with which

to hasten a then just begun Soviet military withdrawal from

East Central Europe. Moscow, which had long encouraged a pan-

European security process (indeed, Soviet strategy in this

regard had been the driving force behind the original CSCE in

1975) as a way of weakening NATO and reducing American
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influence, encouraged East Central European enthusiasm at

Paris in 1990. Admittedly, this Soviet encouragement was

conducted from a slightly different policy slant; by the Paris

Conference, Soviet policy, under the guise of Gorbachev's

'Common European Home', focussed much more on keeping the

Soviet Union in Europe, than on keeping the Americans out of

Europe.' 7 4

Also, there was still some surprise at the ease of the

1989 revolutions, and the depth of Soviet commitment not to

stop the revolutions by force. Both Czechoslovakia's Havel

and Hungary's Antall had some hope that the Paris Conference

was but a step in a greater process of spiritual, moral, and

political democratic union. The important analysis to take

away from the idea of pan-Europeanism espoused at Paris was

that political unity implied the idea of political equality,

the reduction of client status, and the removal of an external

hegemon as a security requirement."7 -

The move by Soviet Russia in January 1991 to repress the

independence movements in Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia,

combined with the complete inability of the all-European

security system to either deter, modify, or end Soviet actions

174 Mikhail Gorbachev, "A Common European Home," July 6, 1989 The Currenc
Digest of the Soviet Press, Vol. 61, No. 27, 1989, 6-7, in Gale Stokes, ed.,
From Stalinism to Pluralism, 266-267.

17r.Further Reportage on Paris CSCE Summit - Hungary's Aitall Speaks,"
:11japest MTI, 20 Nov 90, FBIS, 23 Nov 10. and "(SRF President Havel
Aidresses 'CgE 71immii , PLague HNspod,.i vvke ),nv, 2 No )0, 26, N:-
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served largely to destroy East Central European hopes at

escape from traditional security constraints.17b In the

immediate aftermath of the Baltic repression, the East Central

European democracies embarked on a second (still ongoing)

attempt to escape the traditional security role: the campaign

for outright membership in NATO, complete with security

guarantee. East Central Europe would cease to be a buffer

between Russia and the West by becoming part of the West.' 7 7

In a paradoxical way, membership within NATO has been

perceived by the East Central Europeans as a security

architecture which would eliminate buffer status, whereas

membership within the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) was

never perceived as anything but an affirmation of that

traditional role on behalf of Soviet power. This perceptual

contradiction is the product of three factors: the political

relationships within either alliance between member states,

the domestic political environment within member states, and

17bIn the case of the crackdown in the Baltics, CSCE moved to condemn

tne Soviet action under basket one principles. The Eastern Europeans were
reminded by the Soviets *of the peculiar qualities of unanimity amongst
thirty-five voting members. Beck, E., "Lithuania Gets Havel Backing, 16 Feb
91, The Times, p.10:t.

17
7As opposed to cooperating with, supported by, aided by, cheered on

by, affiliated with, or associated with the West.
"Defense Minister Interviewed ()n Warsaw Pact, Gulf, Budapest

Nepszabadsag, FBIS, 25 January 1991, p.39. Dcozdiak, W., *Havel Urges NATO
to Seek Ties With East's New Democracies," The Washington Post, 22 March
1991, p.a,18:4. Beck, E., 'HungaLy Votes to Join NATO Council," The Times,
31 January 91, p.ll:b. Keifer F., "East EuLopeans Seek 71o.ser Ties Wit0h
:IAT), * The Christian Science MoniltOr, 21 MaL1"t 1991, [,.1:. 7:ynamndaLr.-ki
Appointed to NAT() Political Body," WaLs3w Domesti," ':e*vice, . 4 De,'em;e
1990, p.27.
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the cultural relationship between the Russian and East Central

European societies."" In short, the obvious satellite

client status embodied in the WTO, based on the ever present

threat of military crackdown, insured that activities in East

Central Europe would reflect rather than dictate Soviet

policy. 179

By way of contrast, the voluntary nature of NATO, as well

as the independent voice ajnd relative equality of its members

produced an alliance in which all members served the interest

of the group. This rather optimistic interpretation of NATO

is not meant to deny the preponderant American position within

the alliance, or the often expressed resentment of that

17 8The last is a critical point, because it is central to the East
Central European self-identity. "In Central Europe, the eastern border of
the West, everyone has always been particularly sensitive to the dangers of
Russian might." The signal manifesto of this European self identity is by
Milan Kundera, "The Tragedy of Central Europe, Edmund White, Trans., The New
York Review of Books, April 26, 1984, 33-38, in Gale Stokes, ed. From
Stalinism to Pluralism, 217-223.

179The Warsaw Pact was a curious organization, only marginally dedicated
to collective defense against the West, and more intensely concentrated
against popular uprisings within the Pact itself. Established on May 14,
1955 ostensibly to counter the German membership. in NATO formalized nine days
earlier, and later updated in 1969, the Pact's two principal organs were the
Political Consultative Committee (PCC) and Combined ArLmed Forces (CAF)
headquarters. Head of the CAF was allocated on a rotating basis amongst the
Depur-y Defense Ministers of the Paarticipating countries. Throughout the
history of r.he Pact, headquarters remained in Moscow. Operational reality,
of course, was somewhat different. In event of conflict, member country
forces were to be subordinated not to the CAF, but to the Soviet High
Command. Soviet High Command staffs, unlike their counterparts in NATO, had
no non-Soviet member representation. The only use of combined Pact forces,
trhe invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, provided ample evidence of this
Soviet control, as the entire operation was run from a Soviet High Command
Headquarters Forward Command Post in Legnica, Poland. David L. Clarke, *The

i 1 1r:uy instii. t i.nls -)f the War.Law F-act, " Re•,•:Lrt on Eastern EuL`.r.e, Decembier
7, 1990, 28-31. Non-c:ovier_ Was;iaw i cact Forces3 Summarv, Defense ReseatrI
7efeLence Series, DIA, FebL'uary 1989, 1-8, 15-16, 19-20. Mic:1hael Chalrltn.:1,
The Eagle and the Small Bird.Is, 138-139.
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position by individual alliance members, '80 but is meant

rather to imply that despite the American military position in

Europe, no single member - a Germany or a France - could be

said to serve the United States at the expense of its own

respective self-interests.

Disappointment in the collective security workings of the

CSCE, coupled with a persistent enthusiasm for membership in

NATO (with the security guarantee associated with membership)

produced in regional policy deliberations a strong desire to

escape traditional client/buffer status by casting East

Central Europe as *the eastern border of the West.'181

Unfortunately, the very strength of the local desire for

regional inclusion in the West has produced the opposite

result of that intended: the confirming of a traditional

hegemon-client relationship as a precursor to any final

regional post-Cold War security arrangement; Western political

leadership can conduct security policy sure in the knowledge

that East Central Europe desires no arrangements outside of

ISOFrance in particular has most often expressed discontent with the
American position within the alliance. Ameriican leadership has on the main
downplayed internal dissent. President Bush's Rome press confeerence was a
.classic example of this inter-alliance dynami.c at work: 'Now, when you have
frank discussions in a group as big as NATO, are there going to be some
nuances of difference? Of course, there are differences. But I think on
this instance, France was most constructive.* *The President's News
Conference in Rome, Italy, November 8, 1991,1 1605.

1 81Milan Kundera, *The Tragedy of Central Europe," 217. It is all very
well for Lech Walesa to reject a continued buffer status which would in his
AolS ' imply a continued division of the continent, ' when hie very readily
:,eýieves that such a jivij.sio r. doe., n fiji t exi.3t. Walesa would have been

o-.ts hornest in :aying that buffeL starus. 'implies a continlued iivision of tie
:olt nent , and t~he exrlusion.*.:f East 1en1val Europe from that side most
favorably endowed by this division.'
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those provided by the West.' 8 z In this way, the constant

governing all other security considerations throughout the

first two security phases in East Central Europe"' has

remained a constant at the outset of the third phase, despite

the best efforts of local regimes to escape this traditional

hegemon-client security constraint.

B. HAPHAZARD BIRTH, POLITICAL CONTEST, AND THE THREAT TO THE
WEST

Despite protestations by many observers, current threats

to Western security are not particularly unique, nor are they

particularly new, if current threats are seen in the context

of those traditionally faced by the external power placed by

circumstances into a position of preponderant influence in

East Central Europe. Corralled under the semantic umbrella of

'instability', the hazards present in the post-Soviet world

are dangerous not so much because they are aimed at Western

military structures, but because they impinge on the internal

political stabilit. and continued harmony within the aggregate

states of the Western alli~nce. Put so succinctly by

President Bush at his Rome press conference, "the enemy, a

16By this it is meant that despite future political changes to include
even the most drastic authoritarianism, it is simply too fantastic to
consider the possibility of regimes in East Central Europe, willfully and
without coercion, concluding security alliances with post-Soviet Russia after
-he Russian legacy of the Cold War. In this way, Western hegemony in East
Centcal Europe is as much a product ;,f moral authority as of any other

[aitD L7.

•'•The presence Of a hegemon1c- poweL aid acent tr, Vegic( na b,'rer , 11l.6
th1e suboLdinatron (bOLn o geoptiti,'aI weakneso) of the states of East
!entral Europe to, the wishes of. that more p:owerful neighbor.
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Threat Analysis.

Hegemon Source Nature Reason
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*western politica

1989- The Wiest. The fareign tnternalt Economic, political,
19:192And domestic- Political military, and social
1992:.policy. responsiboility fo~r

falu from * the: disasters of. the
So~vet *..Soviet. experiment.
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of formal architecture within the West (and thus eliminating

any need for a buffer at all)?

One of the signal difficulties for Western planners in a

post-Cold War security environment is the lack of a single

issue focus - a problem extant neither in 1919 by virtue of

the juxtaposition of threat with Bolshevism, nor in 1945 by

virtue of the untrammelled authority of Stalin's particular

vision. Such clarity is not the case now, the absence of

which is used largely to dismiss the threat. A threat does

exist, however - multi-faceted and nebulous to be sure, but

real all the same - which, like those that preceded it in

guiding East Central European security conditions, is

essentially political in nature; the various strands of this

hazardous fabric can be grouped for the most part under a

single heading of responsibility.

The collapse of the Soviet experiment produced in regions

of prior Soviet dominance military, political, economic and

social dislocations of a magnitude bordering-on the fantastic.

Both magnitude and specific characteristics insure that

certain of these dislocations have a direct and continuing

impact on the political health and even the internal stability

of the West - not only in terms of collective political

identity, but also in terms of the internal workings of

component members. Accordingly, a prudent policy would limit

the fallout of the post-Soviet dislocations, while at the same

time avoiding the exhausting consequences of so great a task.
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This necessity for avoidance requires a certain detachment and

freedom of action - a willingness to be responsive to, without

being responsible for - which should come from an

understanding that many of the post-cold war dislocations can

be solved only in the long-term, and some not at all.

The first facet of the threat involves responsibility for

the disaster of Marxist economic philosophy and the

implication of such a responsibility for Western governments.

The Russian economic collapse has produced three separate sets

of security problems for the West: the removal of East Central

Europe's chief economic supplier (particularly of oil), the

removal of East Central Europe's principle customer, and the

generation of a huge body of potential economic refugees.

Western ability to respond completely to this economic black

hole is not increased by optimism. Although much can be done;

the danger exists in the degree that Western economies will be

strained by the effort, as well as the degree that Western

populations will be angered by the strain. In this way, the

threat to the West revolves not around the post-Soviet

economic disaster per se, but around the dislocations involved

with Western efforts to reverse the economic disaster.8s'

18ýThe black-hole potential of Eastet-n European and Russian regimes
concerning economic aid was discussed by Stephen Popper of the RAND
Corporati:n at the conference Beyond Leninism in Eastern Eurooe and the
Soviet Union, (r.C. Berkeley, 15 March 1991.

Any agenda o)f economic aid to the frL'mer Soviet 11nion which would hope
t r'-:i'i,-e anyth ing beyond .•t~p-gap emnergen," rel ief w,:,.ili h..•ve :,,be

Sla- i.fe,. a- Jaring bOrJe ling ,:-1 rekleý;s. The scope :•t te -lllipse, The
•a."K o>f .•ny >p mist i: neart-term t.:,te,:ast, an] the mt imij,Jaring ptcspe,- or.
soc,:etal -level psychological retalining concerning fundamental issues of
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The military threat from Russia is slight in the near

term, but were it still strong, the extension of Western

military boundaries would do little to contain it, while the

implications of such an extension would weaken the West at its

vulnerable internal/political core. Certainly the sheer size

of the Western military problem would become formidable, and

in lieu of modern integrated host forces (an unlikely

eventuality) s6 would involve the expensive stationing of

Western troops (including German forces) on host soil"87 .

The political costs of such a policy would be formidable in

market-mechanism and work ethic all indicate an aide program involving a lot
of money, managed by a lot of skilled people, over a long period of time,
with only modest prospects of success. Professor Jacques Sapir of the Ecole
des Hautes Etudes en Scienes Soiales, Paris has postulated two economic
scenarios. The first, a fast recovery scenario, would have the fifteen
Republics achieving 1988 levels of GNP by 1997 at the earliest. A second,
and in his opinion, more likely scenario would have no recovery to 1988
levels of GNP prior to 2000. Lecture at NPGS, NS 4720, 3 October 1991.

The difficulties of economic recovery are adequately illustrated by the
German experiment, which has been far more costly than was anticipated.
Because recovery is tied with German domestic politics, failure to provide
recovery quickly has produced a significant amount of internal
disillusionment and dissatisfaction in both the former East and in the former
West, factors which provide a stimulus for a future instability.

The economic refugee question is a considerable one, and one that is
already responsible for political fallout in the West. Recent attacks on
Algerian Harkis (former French Army veterans) in France (sparked by Jean Le
Pen's Action Francaise style political program), attacks on Turkish Workers
in Germany, and Polish migrant laborers in Germany illustrate the problem, as
well as the limits accrued to a Western solution. Gati, C., *Central Europe
is Scared,* New York Times, 14 February 1991, p.a,27:2. Bugajksi, J., 'A
Squeeze in East Europe,* Christian Science Monitor, 21 February 1991, p.19:1.
Aron,- L., "the Russians are Coming,' The Washincton Post, 27 January 1991,
S 1:. 1: .

18bThe problems of creating a professional military force, compatible
with the west in terms of equipment and training, are difficult to overcome
in a post-cold war time of economic collapse, social reorientation, and
fiscal restraint. Weydenthal, J., *Building a National Security System,"
Report on Eastern' Europe, 14 June 1991, pp. 12-16. *Defense Minister Comments
5n Coming Army Changes," Prague Television Service, FBIS, 2 November 1990,
p.12. Clarke, D., 'A Realignment Of Mi~i-a.'y Fo'rces in Eastrtn Europe,*
RevoLt on Eastern EuLope, 8 March 19-1 1. p,.41-45.

Iý7Weitz, pp.30-35. Eide, pp.1-6.
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the host country alone, but at an internal/Western level, the

results could be explosive - involving fears of a Germany

resurgent in its role as security spokesman for the West 188 .

The third, and perhaps greatest, threat produced by the

collapse of the Soviet experiment revolves around the issue of

ethnic nationalism - a multi- iered, sensitive, and extremely

dangerous challenge to Western political health and stability

- operating as a set of four dominoes, each placed

progressively closer to the political heart of the West. Each

of these four dominoes is more effectively contained by the

continued use of East Central Europe as a buffer (its

18 8The renewed German problem will be discussed in a later, speculative
section concerning the collapse of the third security phase. There is a
significant debate over the effects of East Central European inclusion in a
Wester-n Security alliance on the behavior, of united Germany. Some argue that
inclusion serves to reduce German status, by effectively reducing the scope
of any independent German security policy. others (including this author)
argue that East Central European security membership would necessitate more
active western military involvement, and that Western military involvement
(by virtue of the ongoing reduction of American presence, and the German
geographic and economic position) would translate into German military
involvement. Germany would then be in a position to use its military
influence in East Central Europe (assuming that East Central Europe is a full
member of the West) to control East Central Europe's alliance votes, and thus
to control the western European security agenda (much in the same way that
American strength once allowed American policy desires to control the
European agenda).

German policy leadership may in fact be divorced from its unfortunate
past record, and there is no evidence that popular German opinion would
JesiL-e such a prominent security role, but German leadeL-ship is feared by
many nonetheless. The most prominent among those that feaL the Germans are
the Germans themselves, who seem to want an arrangement which would produce
a continental Germany, rather than a German continent. This fear could
create divisions in the political fabric of the West. 'The German Question,*
The Economist, 12 October 1991, pp.18-19. Yost, D., "France in the New
Europe,* Fo4eiqn Affairs, vol.69, Winter 1990/91, pp.113-115.

"*A hallenge could evolve from chaos on the territory of the former
:vet UTnion, from ethnic conflicts and political instability in Eastern
.urre.e, an,] f-om the redefinition of Germany's role. .... existing European

.lst Ltut ions 'annot by themselves estaablish a balance between Germany and it:
p•at ers., even less between Germany and the former Soviet UInion." Henry
KizsingeLr 'The Atlanti: Alliance Mee,Js Renewal in a Change,] WorLI,, 5-6.
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traditional role), rather than as a member of the Western

system. 189

A great risk, of course, is that the disintegration of the

Russian imperium will produce a violence within former Union

borders subject to leakage, and that a Western security

guarantee would require a Western military containment

effort."'1 The problem resides both in the scope of the

violence (and thus in the level of necessary commitment), and

the choosing among combatants necessitated by commitment.""

The second risk (or domino) concerns the challenge to post-

Soviet borders by dissatisfied former clients, again with the

potential to draw in Western resources too closely bound by

189 Here the words ethnic nations and nations are used interchangeably,

using as a definition that the essence of nations ... (is that they are) ...
the largest human grouping characterized by a myth of common ancestry. The
historical accuracy of the myth is irrelevant ... Offshoot nations are
formed when an important segment of a nation has been geographically
separated from the parent group for a period of time sufficient for it to
develop a strong sense of separate consciousness. Members retain an
awareness that they derive from the parent stock, but they believe that the
characteristics they have in common are less significant than those that make
them unique. * Conner, W., "Ethnonationalism, * in Weiner, M., and Huntington,
S., ed., Understanding Political Development, 1987, pp.211-212.

19 0Some actively call for such a posture: *Moreover, if a no-man's-land
is to be avoided in Eastern Europe, NATO ought to leave no doubt that
pressures against these countries would be treated as a challenge to Western
security, whatever the formal aspect of this undertaking.' Henry Kissinger,
"The Atlantic Alliance Needs Renewal in a Changed World," 7.

191The most obvious scenario involves a Russian/tfkrainian cotflict,
created out of some crisis involving either the armed forces, control of
nuclear weapons, borders, economic policy/conditions, or the treatment of
minority populations. The near-term prospects of such a scenario seem
unlikely. The consequences of such a conflict, however, should it (or
another like it) occur, would be tremendous.

Despite the unlikelihood of such a scenario, the possibility of regional
military conflict is one of seven scenarios proposed by the Pentagon as the
basis of pst-Cold War military planning. Patrick E. Tyler., "Pentag,.-0n
:magines New Enemies t:, Fight in F'ost-fol:-WaC Era: Plans f,:or H'ther: 4,-aI
2tnflIcts and Big Budgetj, * The New York Times, February 17, 19CZ, L BaIt
fel man, *Keeping the TU.S. Fir.t: Pentagon Would [Tt e, lue A Rival
SuperpoweL," The WashinQton Post, March 11, 1992, 1.
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security guarantees. 12 A third domino, implying much the

same dangers, involves ethnic/border disputes within Eastern

Europe - disputes which may lose their element of dormancy

under the strain of worsening conditions."' The risk of a

quagmire-ish Western military involvement frames each of these

ethnic-national dominoes. The real risk, however is more

internal to the West, and thus more dangerous."14

The internal/political fallout of indiscriminate Western

involvement in post-Soviet ethnic disputes carries the risk of

both interstate and intrastate instability, with the first

creating and then in turn evolving from the circumstances of

192The two most likely scenarios involve Romanian claims in Moldava, and
Polish claims in Lithuania. Lithuanian efforts at independence repeatedly
stressed the need to return to 1919-1940 borders. Such a border excludes
roughly one-third of current Lithuanian territory from Lithuanian political
control (including the capitol of Vilnius, the Polish city of Wilno). The
Poles have not closed this border issue. Bourne, E., "Central European
Reformers Slip into Historic Feuds,' The Christian Science Monitor, 1 May
1991, p.6:4.

193At present, national rivalry and irredentist claims among Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary demand a lower portion of public passion.
Unfortunately, the rivalries are no less real, each a malevolent presence
submerged beneath greater concerns. Historically, Poland has always claimed
the Czech industrial region of Teschen" on the Polish-Silesian border.
Czechoslovakia has been concerned about the Slovak minority in Hungary.
Hungary claims territory in Slovakia, Romania (Transylvania), and Yugoslavia
(Vojvodina and parts of Croatia). At various times, Walesa and Havel have
maintained a running personal feud, Czechoslovakia and Hungary have engaged
in sharp diplomatic exchanges over the failure of joint-border hydroelectric
projects, and Hungary has pursued an arms export policy designed to
'iestabilize Yugoslavia. Bourne, p.6:4. Rothschild, pp.8-9. Kusin, V.,
"Security Concerns in Eastern Europe,* Repoct on Eastern Europe, 8 March
1991, p.26. Boyes, R., "Havel-Walesa Cold War Shows Hint of a Thaw,* The
Times, 19 February 1991, p.8b.

li4The above stated scenarios are related independent of an analysis of
probability. In the current context, their potential is low. But in rapidly
worsening conditions, they become much more likely. Reference to the
immediate post-Ver'sailles activity (speczifically the Polish attack on Russia.
airv tne ioinrt Romanirtn/Hungai:-an wt d) in1.:i-ae the degree that Legimes, it
" "iiven wl1 go to 1nsur3e a measure of 1ea it imacy, if given no :thet eltirv t•" -.:
greater popular support.
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the second. Ethnic dispute requires of Western members a

course of action and an evaluation of right and wrong among

the participants in the dispute. This evaluation (itself a

product of internal ethnic dynamic and external mistrust for

fellow member intentions) is by no means unanimous within the

West, nor is it likely to be in the future. 9" The

subsequent course of action would in turn feed an intrastate

instability, the potential of which was the source of the

original evaluative disagreement. 1 96 The result could be the

19SThe Yugoslavia issue is a good example of the dilemma and its
alliance fallout. Initially the Germans supported recognition of Croatia and
Slovenia. The French, fearing a Teutonic Bloc across Central Europe, and
also struggling with their own internal Basque separatist movement, supported
a united Serbia (as did Spain, Britain, and Italy, for similar reasons).
*Not 1914, but not 1991 either,* The Economist, 10 August 1991, p.37.

19 bimagine the consequences that German support for Croatia (a move
feared by Great Britain because of her own ethnic vulnerabilities), and then
subsequent Croatian support for Ulster separatism, would have onl the
separatist movement (because of the hope offered by Balkan success), British
internal politics (because of the need for greater military effort in
Northern Ireland), and on British relations with Germany (because Germany
started it all by recognizing Croatia).

It is not necessary that support for Western ethnic populations be
material; heightened awareness, precedent, and moral parallels can have a
tremendous impact on popular movements. What would be the western response
to outside intervention in internal ethnic disputes, once the precedent of
such interventions has been established?

An interesting case in point is Scotland. Feelings of
disenfranchisement (occurring over thirteen years of Conservative rule in
which only nine out of seventy-two Scottish Members of Parliament have been
conservative), a decline in trLaditional industries, and a deep sense of place
have produced the following numbers: one in five Scots favc:,rs the status quo,
seven out of ten no longer consider themselves British, and eight out of ten
want constitutional change.' (numbers compiled by David McRone of Edinburgh
university) . James Kellas of Glasgow Ulniversity asks the question clearly:
"if Slovenia and Croatia can be accepted as independent states, why not
Scotland?" Knight, R., *The Ghost of Robert Bruce Stirs Again,* U.S. News
and World Report, 24 February 1992, p.44-45.

What is implied here is not the likelyhood that the individual
;r'st.ients of the West on'e again Will -1o to waL with each other over East

-ent r a 1 EurLope, but trlh.t East <ent a 1 Euope s'old be the l,,s anti-
,ej L,.It '. A . 5eLlrL Llfl]@;Lr Mit: n .WCe.4t.• fli t:,L- , , ou, ill tat ie ,l ause ýf

ilistanl II ky SO feaL'ed by ' *s,.id lr. Bu[ .ti.
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translation of these internal ethnic issues into external

inter-member mistrust.

The retention by the West of a non-entangling security

relationship with Eastern Europe, of the retention of a

traditional buffer status, would insure that Western

involvement in the ethnic fallout of post-Soviet Russia

remained a product of choice rather than obligation, that the

scope of the threat could be managed rather than reacted to

(although never altogether eliminated), and that difficult

choices on issues without near-term solutions could be delayed

until made consistent with a means of effective action.

The threat emanating from post-Soviet economic, military,

and social dislocations is multi-faceted, tenuous, and very

real, and is united by a single dangerous idea: Western

responsibility for the solutions to those dislocations. The

dangers of overextension and internal/political instability,

facilitated by the too close a union of East Central Europe

and the West, can be best mitigated by a retention on the part

of Eastern Europe of traditional roles.-

C. GRAND STRATEGY: APPEARANCE INCONSISTENT WITH REALITY

If it is true that the establishment of Western hegemony

in East Central Europe and the concurrent creation by post-

Soviet dislocations of an internal, political threat to this

new Western hegemon are but the first steps in a historically-

grounded repetitive policy cycle, then the next logical step
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in this cyclical progression would seem to be the

establishment in East Central Europe of a political buffer

shielding Western societies from the worst effects of the

internal political threat. The curious thing is that a de

facto plan (discerned largely through the pattern of military,

economic, and political activity) does seem to exist

concerning the role of East Central Europe within a Western-

dominated, post-Cold War security context, and does in fact

seem to constrain East Central Europe within a traditional

buffer status aimed at shielding Western societies from the

threat from the East (in this instance, post-Soviet

dislocations translated and exacerbated by the East Central

European political dynamic). In this way, modern Western

policy makers (perhaps unintentionally) are attempting to use

East Central Europe as Stalin used it before them, and as

Wilson used it before him.

This view is by no means obvious when compared to the

public pronouncements of Western leadership - pronouncements

which declare all of the euphoric idealism found in those of

the East Central Europeans themselves at Paris in 1990.

Statement- such as that made by Secretary of Defense Cheney

that, "our ultimate goal (is) a united, free, and peaceful

Europe, """ bode ill for either the maintenance of East

7 .tarareeInt- ot C,,-k Cheney, 1.2. e tay ,f Defene, Meeting .:'f
Defense Mini. ters wi h Coope uart ion Pa L'tneL's, April t , 992, MIAT
Headqua:t-eLs, Brussels."
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Central Europe as a buffer, or for traditional fears of a

threat from the East. The codification of this rhetoric in

the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC), proposed at the

Rome Summit in November 1991 and brought into existence one

month later at Brussels, further seems to imply that

continental divisions and traditional roles are a thing of the

past. 198

Far .from ending traditional divisions in Europe, however,

organizations such as NACC and the CSCE provide a security

umbrella diluted by uncommon goals and mutually exclusive

histories, and devoid of any concrete measures beyond a

liaison function. By extending common security architecture

to fifty-four countries ranging from 'Vladivostok west to

Vancouver, ' current codifications of security rhetoric provide

within a pan-European system the opportunity to pursue

national and regional goals. As Henry Kissinger has so

pointedly explained the dilemma: "if everybody is allied with

everybody in that vast area, will anyone have a special

obligation to anyone?"" 9  This lack of obligation is

* in the new era of European relations where rthe confrontation and
division of past decades have been replaced by dialogue, partnership and
cooperacion, we are determined to work towards a new, lasting order of peace
in Europe. .... The consolidation and preservation throughout the continent of
democratic societies and their freedom from any form of coercion or
intimidation therefore concern us all.' Statement of the Foreign Ministers
of the North Atlantic Alliance, "North Atlantic Cooperation Council Statement
-n Dialogue, Partnership and Cooperation, 20th December 1991, * Press
>•mmuniLue M-NACC-1(1) iLI, (Revi, NATO [re-s Service, 1.

1'''Henr"y FKijS~ 1 e L, *The At r nr- i, " All iaire Needs Renewal in .a Chanrge'd
14o I d, 7.
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reflected in the unwillingness of the West to extend direct

membership into working security bodies, and the desire on the

part of the East Central Europeans for just such a concrete

obligation."'

This contradiction between the promises of pan-European

security organizations and the abilities of their smaller more

established Western counterparts, has prompted calls on the

part of some Western analysts for a more rapid evolution from

a relationship with East Central Europe characterized by

liaison functions, to one involving mutual membership.2 0'

Towards these calls, the response of Western leadership has

been one of resounding caution. 20 2  Eventual membership is

20 0 Western reluctance was tempered, of course, by the soothing voice of
diplomatic compromise. At a moral/spiritual level, speeches were made
reaffirming the common democratic culture and destiny of Eastern Europe and
the West, specifically in remarks made by Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy Paul Wolfowitz at the Conference on *The Future of European Security"
Prague Czechoslovakia, 25 April 1991, News Release, Office of Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), and reported as "Delegates on European
security,* Prague CTK, 25 Apr 91, FBIS, 29 April 1991. Political linkage has
grown quite large, and includes Eastern European delegates on all the major
organizational committees (although as observers, rather than voting
members), including the Atlantic Council, Council of Europe, and Economic
Community. Weitz, R., "NATO and the New Eastern Europe,* Report on Eastern
Europe, 24 May 1991, pp.30-35. Eide, V., *NATO in a Changing World,, The
RUSI Journal, Spring 1990, pp.1-6. Keifer, F., "NATO recasts its Role in
Europe,' The Christian Science Monitor, 10 June 1991, p.3:2. Goshko, J.,
"NATO Pledges Increased Cooperation with Countries of Eastern Europe,* The
Washington Post, 7 June 1991, p.a,17:l.

All of these links, and subsequent ,ones made at Maastricht and Rome,
have fallen short of the type of integration and security guarantee desired
by the Eastern Europeans. The reasons forU this Weoterrn reluctance L'evolve
-ALound Western perceptions of tihe thL'eat, perceptions that will be
subsequently be examined.

2 0IFor a persuasive argument for this position, see Stephen J. Flanagan,
-NATO and Central and Eastern Europe: From Liaison to Security Partnership.'

2
0 2When asked about granting eventual full membership to the East

entral Europeans, Presi..ent Bush r es[ponded carefully: "I think it's a little
eMatULe on that . And let's get going now on this Council. Let '5 c:nsujrt

Ait'; them. Let'is make them know that we have keen inteLrest in their secuLit';
and Inr'their economic will-being' but I think it's prematuLe to go beyond
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not discounted, but rather passed off to a distant future

defined by the fulfillment of a vague set of conditions.

Given the fear expressed by Western leadership of instability

within Europe, the potential for instability contained in

post-Soviet Russia, and the reluctance to extend security

guarantees east of NATO's traditional borders,2 0 3 one can

reasonably conclude that, despite either rhetoric or

intentions, East Central Europe is at present confined by

Western policy as a buffer against an uncertain future.

Considering the concrete economic, military, and political

expressions of instability currently confronting the West, as

well as the potential for elements within East Central Europe

to accelerate those expressions, Western caution is both

prudent and desirable, and reflects an ongoing cycle of policy

behavior governing security development in East Central

Europe.

All of these activities indicate a design for East Central

Europe based on the implicit analysis of post-Soviet

dislocations as principally an internal domestic threat,

dangerous because of its potential for Western overextension

and exhaustion. This threat is best contained behind a series

of buffer states in East Central Europe, behind a new cordon

sanitaire. The new cordon sanitaire is made possible by a

1:Ia . *Ft-es i jenr'3 tew.s c,,nifeien,'e 1n Pcre, Italy, Nlvenbt" , I, L607.

•"•ex:cluing :,E •cIIL-Se rhe inclusi,,ri ,of foumev East GeLman teL'1it:0y.
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combination of detached involvement with the newly democratic

regimes - by selective and non-entangling economic, political,

military, and social affiliation and assistance. This

detached involvement, which reinforces the status of Eastern

states as being of Europe - without allowing them actually to

be in Europe - is a prudent answer directed at a fundamental

question: "how to convince the Eastern Europeans that they are

part of the same community of nations, without gravely

impairing the progress towards economic and political

integration achieved in the West." 2"4

ELy al, J., *Easteen Europe: The 'uo:ess of De-Colonizarion, RUSI and
BRASý/EY'C Def ense Yeaubook 1991, p.36.
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VI. CONCLUSION

"On each count, a question must now be raised. Will
German unity undo the political balance in Western Europe?
Can the break-up of a vast eastern empire be handled
peacefully? Will the West, as a cohesive group of like-
minded nations, survive the loss of its common enemy?'24 0

Optimism about the prospects of the third security phase

evolves from the belief that in the first two phases, East

Central Europe effectively performed its security function,

that the current relationship between the threat and the

hegemonic power is similar to the two such relationships which

preceded, and that the current, implicit plan responds (as did

those before it) to the threat/hegemon relationship.

Furthermore, the exacerbating function of East Central Europe

vis a vis the threat is reduced as much as is possible, and

the process of internal moral collapse, so evident in the

eventual failure of the first two phases, is, if not retarded

by, then at least not accelerated by the traditional East

Central European role.

When the collapse comes, however, precedent would indicate

(and analysis of the current threat would tend to confirm)

that the source will be an internal moral failing - an

inability to solve a fundamental political, economic, or

Schjols Brief• Securing Eu pe' ace," The Economist, FebLuary 15,
ii•92, 60.
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social problem - which will make the West vulnerable to what

remains of the post-Soviet dislocations. Accordingly, two

avenues serve to make the collapse less likely: expenditure of

effort conducted to insure the rapid reduction of the post-

Soviet dislocations, and conservation of effort conducted to

reduce the possibilities of internal failure. The role of

East Central Europe in a Western-dominated, post-cold war

security environment, if consistent with the threat and

traditional in action, facilitates greatly the positive

prospects mitigating against a collapse.
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